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PREFACE 


The  present  volume  consists  of  literary  texts,  like  Parts  V  and  XL 
The  papyri  of  Lysias  (1606),  Hyperides  (i607),  Aeschines  Socraticus 
(l608),  and  an  oration  on  the  cult  of  a  Roman  Kmperor  (I6I2)  belong 
to  the  first  of  the  three  large  literary  finds  of  the  1905-6  season, 
which  produced  841-4,  &c.,  and  has  now  been  completely  published ; 
those  of  Ephorus  (16IO),  a  work  on  literary  criticism  (I6I1),  and 
Herodotus  (I6I9)  belong  to  the  second,  which  is  not  yet  exhausted. 

Most  of  the  other  texts  were  found  in  the  early  part  of  the  same 
season. 

Prof.  Hunt  s  continued  absence  from  Oxford  on  military  duties 
has  prevented  him  from  taking  an  active  part  in  the  decipherment  and 
editing  of  this  volume,  but  he  has  revised  some  of  the  papyri  and  the 
proofs.  We  are  much  indebted  to  Mr.  E.  Lobel,  who  has  made 
numerous  suggestions  in  the  reconstruction  and  interpretation  of  the 
new  classical  texts,  and  to  Dr.  J.  V.  Bartlet  for  similar  help  in  regard  to 
the  new  theological  texts.  The  assistance  on  various  points  afforded 
by  Mr.  T.  W,  Allen,  Profs.  J.  Burnet,  J.  B.  Bury,  and  A.  E.  Housman, 
Dr.  C.  Hude,  Mr.  H.  Stuart  Jones,  Sir  William  M.  Ramsay,  Prof.  M. 
Rostowzew,  and  Sir  John  E.  Sandys  is  acknowledged  in  connexion 
with  the  individual  papyri. 

The  two  sections  consisting  of  Contracts  and  Private  Accounts, 
which  were  omitted  from  Part  XII  owing  to  want  of  space,  are  held 
over  for  Part  XIV,  which  will  contain  non-literary  documents  and  is  in 
active  preparation.  We  hope  to  issue  it  in  the  course  of  1919,  and  that 
Mr.  J.  de  M.  Johnson’s  edition  of  the  valuable  Theocritus  papyrus 
discovered  by  him  at  Antinoe  will  be  issued  simultaneously. 


Queen's  College,  Oxford, 
September,  1918. 


BERNARD  P.  GRENFELL. 
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NOTE  ON  THE  METHOD  OF  PUBLICATION  AND 

LIST  OF  ABBREVIATIONS 


The  general  method  followed  in  this  volume  is  the  same  as  that  in 
Parts  I-XII.  1604  (Pindar)  is  printed  in  dual  form,  a  literal  transcript  being 
accompanied  by  a  reconstruction  in  modern  style.  In  the  other  texts  the 
originals  are  reproduced  except  for  separation  of  words,  capital  initials  in  proper 
names,  expansion  of  abbreviations,  and  supplements  of  lacunae.  A  reconstruction 
in  modern  form  of  the  more  complete  portions  of  1606-7  and  1610-12  is  also 
given.  Additions  or  corrections  by  the  same  hand  as  the  body  of  the  text  are  in 
small  thin  type,  those  by  a  different  hand  in  thick  type.  Square  brackets  [  ]  indi¬ 
cate  a  lacuna,  round  brackets  (  )  the  resolution  of  a  symbol  or  abbreviation, 
angular  brackets  (  >  a  mistaken  omission  in  the  original,  braces  {  }  a  superfluous 
letter  or  letters,  double  square  brackets  J  ]]  a  deletion  in  the  original.  Dots 
placed  within  brackets  represent  the  approximate  number  of  letters  lost  or 
deleted ;  dots  outside  brackets  indicate  mutilated  or  otherwise  illegible  letters. 
Letters  with  dots  underneath  them  are  to  be  considered  doubtful.  Heavy  Arabic 
numerals  refer  to  the  texts  of  the  Oxyrhynchus  Papyri  in  this  volume  and 
Parts  I-XII,  ordinary  numerals  to  lines,  small  Roman  numerals  to  columns.  In 
the  case  of  vellum  fragments  the  terms  recto  and  verso'are  used[with  reference  to 
the  upper  and  under  sides  of  a  leaf,  not  to  the  hair-side  and  flesh-side. 

The  abbreviations  used  in  referring  to  papyrological  publications  are 
practically  those  adopted  in  the  Archiv  f Ur  Papyritsforschttng^  viz. : — 

Archiv  —  Archiv  fiir  PapyrtisforscJmng. 

P.  Amh.  =  The  Amherst  Papyri,  Vols.  I-II,  by  B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt. 
P.  Brit.  Mus.  =  Greek  Papyri  in  the  British  Museum,  Vols.  I-V,  by  Sir  F.  G. 
Kenyon  and  H.  I.  Bell. 

P.  Fay.  =  Fayum  Towns  and  their  Papyri,  by  B.  P.  Grenfell,  A.  S.  Hunt,  and 
D.  G.  Hogarth. 

P.  Grenf.  =  Greek  Papyri,  Series  I-II,  by  B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt. 

P.  Hibeh  =  The  Hibeh  Papyri,  Part  I,  by  B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt. 

P.  Oxy.  =  The  Oxyrhynchus  Papyri,  Parts  I-XII,  by  B.  P.  Grenfell  and 
A.  S.  Hunt. 

P.  Ryl.  =  Catalogue  of  the  Greek  [jPapyri  in  the  Rylands  Library,  Vol.  I,  by 
A.  S.  Hunt. 

P.  S.  I.  =  Papiri  della  Societa  Italiana,  Vols.  I-V,  by  G.  Vitelli  and  others. 


1.  THEOLOGICAL  FRAGMENTS 


1594.  New  Recension  of  Tobit  xii. 

6-2  X  7*5  cm.  Late  third  century.  Plate  I  (recto). 

A  nearly  complete  leaf  of  a  diminutive  vellum  codex,  containing  Tobit  xii. 
14-19  in  a  recension  which  is  not  extant  Another  fragment  of  a  novel  version 
of  this  popular  apocryphon  (ii.  3-4,  8)  was  published  in  1076,  but  is  later 
in  date  (sixth  century)  than  1594,  which  is  written  in  a  small  neat  uncial  hand  of 
an  unusually  early  type,  resembling  the  hands  of  656  and  1007  (both  Genesis : 
Part  iv,  Plate  ii  and  Part  vii,  Plate  i).  656  is  probably  earlier  than  A.  D.  250  and 

likely  to  be  somewhat  older  than  1007  and  1594,  being  written  on  papyrus  and 
having  no  contractions,  whereas  in  the  other  two  fragments  0eoy  is  contracted ; 
but,  like  1007, 1594  was  probably  written  in  the  second  half  of  the  third  century. 
The  leaf  when  complete  was  nearly  square,  and  of  approximately  the  same  size 
as  P.  Ryl.  28  (Part  i,  Plate  v),  a  fourth-century  treatise  on  ixavTiKi]  :  for  other 
miniature  codices  of  biblical  texts  cf.  842  and  1010.  No  punctuation  is  dis¬ 
cernible,  but  a  diaeresis  over  an  initial  v  apparently  occurs  on  the  verso,  which 
is  much  damaged  and  difficult  to  decipher.  There  are  traces  of  what  may  be  lines 
of  ruling  in  the  margin  of  the  recto,  which  is  probably  the  hair-side. 

There  are  two  main  Greek  recensions  of  Tobit,  one  represented  by  the 
Codex  Sinaiticus  (N),  the  other  by’’  the  Cod.  Vaticanus  (B)  and  Cod.  Alexan- 
drinus  (A).  The  recension  of  N,  which  is  fuller  and  more  picturesque  than  that 
of  BA,  is  tending  to  be  regarded  as  the  earlier.  Besides  these  two  there  is  for 
chs.  vi.  9-xiii.  8  a  third  Greek  redaction  represented  by  three  cursive  MSS.,  and 
from  vii.  ii  supported  by  the  Syriac  version,  which  before  that  point  agrees  with 
BA.  This  third  recension  occupies  an  intermediate  position,  being  allied  to  N 
but  less  verbose,  and  is  sometimes  supported  by  the  Old  Latin  version,  which, 
like  the  Aramaic  and  earlier  Hebrew  versions,  generally  supports  K.  The  view 
put  forward  in  1076  int.,  that  1076  belongs  to  the  third  Greek  recension  partially 
preserved  by  the  cursives,  was  adopted  in  the  latest  and  only  fully  equipped 
edition  of  Tobit,  that  of  Mr.  D.  C.  Simpson  in  Charles’s  Apocrypha  and  Pseud- 
epigrapha  of  the  0,T.  i,  174  sqq. ;  cf.  Joiirn,  of  TheoL  Stud,  xi\^  516  sqq. 
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Leaving  undecided  the  question  whether  the  original  language  of  Tobit  was 
Greek  or  Semitic,  he  thinks  that  the  book  was  composed  in  Egypt  not  long  before 
170  B.  C.,  and  that  the  recension  of  N  is  the  nearest  approach  to  the  original, 
while  that  of  BA  did  not  reach  its  present  form  until  about  A.  D.  180,  and  the  third 
recension  was  later  still. 

The  conditions  of  the  problem  are  somewhat  altered  by  the  discovery 
of  1594,  which  is  on  the  whole  much  nearer  to  BA  than  to  or  the  third  recen¬ 
sion,  here  fortunately  extant.  In  vv.  14-17,  where  the  two  main  recensions 
do  not  greatly  differ,  1594  agrees  with  BA  against  in  the  insertion  of  €k  (1.  3), 
ayCcov  (1.  3  ;  ayLo>v  ayyiXcov  BA ;  ayyiko)V  iTpoaavacp^povo-LV  (1.  3 ;  add.  ra? 
TTpo(T€vyas  Toov  ayLoyv  BA ;  'napear'qKao'iv  the  omission  of  avrSiv  (I.  8),  and 
the  insertion  of  lorat  (1.  lo)  ;  against  these  can  be  set  only  the  agreements  with 
in  the  form  (1.  8),  the  insertion  of  a7rai{ra  in  1.  13  {iravTa  ;  om.  BA), 

and  Ka[  for  BA’s  on  in  1.  9.  In  vv.  18-19,  where  the  text  of  is  longer  than  that 
of  BA  and  differently  arranged,  the  new  fragment  agrees  with  BA  in  having 
€/jLavro0,  not  in  1.  15  and  in  constructing  'irao-a?  ra?  r]p,ipas  with  a)7TTav6p.r]v  vfxlv 
(11.  18-19),  whereas  connects  the  first  phrase  with  the  preceding  evKoydre 
or  with  an  added  repetition  of  it,  avrw  vpivetTe.  Against  this  must  be  set  the  par¬ 
tial  agreements  between  1594  and  as  to  the  verb  in  1.  16  (ry/xT/z;  /x€0’  vfxoiv  : 
om.  B  ;  i]\6ov  A),  and  the  occurrence  in  1594.  20  of  eOecopeiTe  jit€  (cf.  Old  Latin 
videbatis  me)  corresponding  to  t^’s  Oecopelri  /x€.  With  the  peculiar  readings  of  the 
third  Greek  recension  1594  agrees  against  the  other  two  in  respect  of  the  omission 
of  ^dppav  in  1.  2,  and  of  dyykko^v  in  1.  3,  the  insertion  of  67rt  ti]v  yrfv  in  1.  9,  and  the 
reading  Oeov  in  1.  6  {Oeov  without  tov  pieydkov  the  cursives  ;  cf.  Pei  Old  Lat.).  But 
elsewhere  the  third  Greek  recension  follows  S  rather  than  1594,  and  is  shorter  even 
than  BA  in  v.  19. 

The  new  recension  has  also  a  number  of  peculiar  readings,  such  as  the 
constant  use  of  KaC  as  a  connecting  particle,  where  BA  vary  the  monotony  by 
be  (1.  12;  om.  ^5)  or  ddev  (1.  17  ;  om.  N)  or  the  absence  of  connexion  (1.  19),  and 
especially  the  new  arrangement  of  vv.  18-19,  which  avoids  both  the  obvious 
omission  in  B  and  the  redundancy  of  at  this  point.  On  the  whole  1594,  while 
belonging  to  the  BA  type  of  text,  is  distinctly  better.  Is  this  superiority  to  be 
explained  as  resulting  from  a  revision  of  the  BA  text  in  the  light  of  or  from  the 
priority  and  greater  purity  of  the  text  illustrated  by  1594,  of  which  BA  is  a  later 
form  ?  The  second  hypothesis  seems  to  us  much  the  more  probable  for  several 
reasons.  In  the  first  place  1594  is  an  older  MS.  than  B  or  A.  Secondly,  the 
constant  use  of  Kai  in  1594  points  to  a  more  archaic  text  than  that  of  BA. 
Thirdly,  the  text  of  BA,  where  in  comparison  with  that  of  1594  it  is  markedly 
inferior,  as  in  vv.  15  and  18,  seems  to  have  arisen  out  of  the  text  of  1594, 


1594,  NEIV  RECENSION  OF  TOBIT  XII 


3 


not  vice  versa.  In  v,  15  the  employment  of  ayto?  by  BA  three  times  within 
the  same  sentence,  referring  to  different  persons  in  each  case,  is  intolerable, 
and  the  addition  of  ras  irpoaevxas  t^v  ayCoav  looks  like  a  Christian  gloss  on 
7Tpo(rava(l)€povatVf  which  is  intelligible  by  itself,  while  BA’s  ayioiv  ayyikoiv  [ayyikoiv 
ayCoav  1594  and  the  third  recension)  may  be  the  result  of  a  conflation  of 
readings  or  of  a  confusion  between  ayKov  and  ayXcoi;,  a  contraction  of  ayyik(ov 
found  e.  g.  in  1603.  12.  In  v.  18  1594  has  eyw  pLeO'  vpL^v  ovy^  6tl  tt]  ^piavTov 
\dpLTL  rip7}v  dKka  Trj  Oekrjo-^L  tov  O^ov  corresponding  to  B’s  ort  ov  tj]  ipLavTov  y^dpiri 
dkka  Tjj  OekrjcreL  tov  Oeov  vpL(av  without  a  verb,  which  is  supplied  by  A  (add.  ‘qkOov), 
The  phrase  ‘your  God’  is  very  inappropriate  in  the  mouth  of  an  angel,  and 
it  is  noticeable  that  the  third  recension,  which  at  this  point  follows  BA  rather 
than  ignores  v/xd>i;.  The  explanation  is  probably  that  w/xwz;  had  really 
nothing  to  do  with  ^eoi),  but  is  the  survival  of  IjpLTjv  /x€0’  vpL(av  found  in  both 
1594  and  5^,  and  that  A’s  'qkOov  is  merely  a  correction  inserted  to  restore 
the  defective  grammar.  1594’s  phrase  ovx  ort . . .  in  place  of  BA’s  (ort)  ovyl . . . 
gives  a  more  literary  touch  to  the  passage,  and  might  easily  cause  difficulty 
to  some  one  who  did  not  understand  that  i^p^rjv  was  to  be  supplied  with  eyw 
vp^Vy  with  the  result  that  a  simpler  construction  was  substituted.  Fourthly, 
the  result  of  an  attempt  to  combine  the  merits  of  BA  and  is  partly  ex¬ 
tant  in  the  third  recension,  and  though  that  edition  now  appears  to  have 
taken  into  consideration  the  text  represented  by  1594  as  well  as  those  of  and 
BA  (cf.  p.  2),  it  does  not  coincide  with  1594,  and  is  in  fact  nearer  to  than  to 
1594  or  BA,  just  like  1076.  That  fragment  on  account  of  its  affinity  to  is  still 
to  be  considered  as  probably  a  specimen  of  the  missing  portion  of  the  third 
recension,  not  as  part  of  the  recension  illustrated  by  1594.  We  are  therefore  dis¬ 
posed  to  regard  1594  as  an  earlier  form  of  the  BA  text,  which  developed  out  of 
1594  partly  owing  to  certain  editorial  changes,  partly  owing  to  corruptions 
introduced  in  the  normal  course  of  transmission. 

There  remains  the  question  whether  1594  or  more  closely  represents  the 
original  text  of  Tobit.  Owing  to  the  small  size  of  the  fragment  it  is  difficult  to 
speak  with  certainty  ;  but  with  regard  to  the  characteristics  of  the  BA  text  which 
Simpson  (Jotirn,  ofTheol.  Stud,  xiv.  527-8)  selects  as  evidence  for  the  later  date 
of  BA  it  is  noticeable  that  (i)  1594  does  not  tend,  like  BA,  to  avoid  Kai 
as  a  connecting  particle,  (2)  if  1594  is  less  redundant  than  in  11.  14-18, 
in  11.  19-20  it  has  a  repetition  which  is  absent  from  ^5,  and  (3)  the  two 
uncommon  words  in  1594,  7Tpoo-ava(f)€pov(rL  and  d^TTTavoprjVy  and  the  unusual 
construction  in  11.  14-16  are  absent  from  though  as  a  rule  the  BA  text  is  more 
commonplace  than  that  of  The  text  is  certainly  not  conspicuously  better 
than  that  of  1594  in  these  six  verses.  The  addition  in  of  2dppav  before 


B  2 
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T^v  vvij.<j>r}v  in  1.  I  and  the  omission  of  €«  in  1.  3  and  ewt  rrfv  yrjv  in  1.  9  are 
no  improvements  ;  ayimv  without  BA’s  ayytXw  in  1.  3  and  itpocrava^ipovcri.  v/ithout 
BA’s  raj  7Tpo(r€vxa9  t^v  ayCcav  are  hardly  open  to  the  inferences  which  Simpson 
(op,  cit,  521)  draws  from  a  comparison  of  the  ‘  angelology  ’  of  BA  and  concern¬ 
ing  the  later  character  of  BA.  The  use  of  Qeov  tov  [xeyaXov  in  1.  6  in  place  of  ^^’s 
Kvpiov  perhaps  illustrates  the  ‘  tendency  to  emphasize  the  transcendental  character 
of  the  Godhead  *  which  according  to  Simpson  (loc,  cit,')  serves  to  distinguish  BA 
from  and  oirrav^crOat  (1.  19),  as  he  pointed  out,  came  to  have  a  definite 
Christian  connotation,  being  found  in  Acts  i.  3  with  reference  to  the  appearances 
of  Christ  after  the  Resurrection.  But  the  word  occurs  in  the  LXX  and  Ptolemaic 
papyri,  and  curious  linguistic  affinities  between  Tobit  xii.  16-22  and  the  Gospels 
(cf.  Simpson’s  n.  ad  loc.)  a,re  traceable  in  the  text  of  as  well  as  BA,  so  that  the 
mere  occurrence  of  oTTrav^o-Oat  does  not  prove  much.  The  reading  of  1694  in 
V.  18  €yw  /Lt€0’  vp&v  ovx  oTL  Trj  ifxavTov  'Ijprjv  is  defensible  against  ^^’s  ore 

^prjv  peO'  vpQv  ovxl  Trj  x^pm  ijprjv  peO'  vpo^v  :  but  the  arrangement  of  vv.  18-19 
as  a  whole  is  more  satisfactory  in  ;  for  Trao-aj  raj  7//x€paj  is  more  appropriate  in 
conjunction  with  ciAoyetre  than  with  ^TTTav6pT]v,  and  the  repetition  evAoyetre  .  .  . 
vpvetTe  in  is  probably  better  than  the  repetition  d)TtTav6pi]v  .  .  .eO^copeiTe  in  1594, 
which  here  combines  the  two  verbs  found  singly  in  and  BA,  though  whether 
t^’s  0€(xipeLT€  is  superior  to  ePewpetre  in  1594,  here  supported  by  the  Old 
Latin,  is  very  doubtful.  In  1.  3  ayye'Acoz;  is  perhaps  preferable  to  aymv 

(1694),  the  two  words  being  liable  to  confusion  as  soon  as  contractions  came 
into  use  (cf.  p.  3). 

Our  conclusion  therefore  is  that,  while  the  recension  of  is  probably  older 
than  that  of  BA,  had  before  the  age  of  the  Antonines,  perhaps  even  from  the 
earliest  times  when  Tobit  was  read  in  Greek,  a  rival  in  the  shape  of  the  text 
to  which  1594  belongs.  This  was  largely  superseded  after  A.  D.  200  by  the 
BA  recension,  which  was  based  on  it;  but  traces  of  the  influence  of  the  1694 
text  are  discernible  in  the  Old  Latin  version,  which  was  made  probably 
before  300,  and  the  1594  text  remained  sufficiently  important  by  the  side  of  the 
BA  text  for  it  to  be  used  in  the  compilation  of  the  intermediate  text  found  in  the 
cursives  and  1076,  which  was  designed  (in  the  fourth  or  fifth  century  ?)  as  a  com¬ 
promise  between  the  various  conflicting  versions  of  the  story.  The  result  of  the 
discovery  of  1594  is,  we  think,  to  diminish  somewhat  the  superiority  in  point 
of  age  which  can  be  claimed  for  the  recension  of  over  others,  and  to  increase 
the  respect  due  to  both  BA  and  the  third  recension,  as  being  either  based  upon 
or,  in  the  case  of  the  third  recension,  influenced  by  an  older  recension  which 
is  independent  of  and  may  well  contain  some  original  elements. 


1594.  NEIV  RECENSION  OF  TOBIT  XII 
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Recto. 

[aa^ijOaL  ae  Kai  Tr]y  vvfi  xii.  14 
(j)7ji/  (Tov  eyco  eifii  PacpaTjX  15 
€49  eK  T(ov  ^  ayLQ)[u]  01  TTfyoa- 
apa(f>epovcny  Kai  €i<T7ropev 
5  Ol^Tat  evCdlTLOV  TTJ9  So 

TOV  6v  TOV  peyaXov 
Kai  ^Tapa^drjcrav  01  ^  Kai  16 

enecrav  €774  irpocrcoirov 
[€]7r4  T7]i/  y'qv  Kai  €({>0^1] 

10  [Orfcrau  Kai  enrey  av]T0L9  17 

[pr]  (f>o^€Lcr6€  eipTjyT}] 


Verso. 

ypiy  eaTai  Kat  tov  6v  [€i; 
Xoy€4T€  €49  TOV  a7rap\Ta 
atcova  €yo)  peO  vpcov 
15  OUX  0T4  TTf  epaVTOV 

TL  7jp7]v  aXXa  TT)  6eXr] 
crei  TOV  dv  Kai  avTOv  evXo 
y€4T€  Kai  77ac7a9  Ta9  r]p[€ 
pas  (OTTTavoprjv  ypt[v 
20  Kai  eSecopeiTe  pe  ot[l 
o^[/c  €(payov  ovSe  eniov 
I  line  lost 


18 


19 


In  place  of  a  collation,  we  give  the  new  text  side  by  side  with  the  three 
extant  Greek  versions  and  the  Old  Latin  in  full. 


1594. 

idaa](T6aL  ere  Kai  ttjv 
vvp(l>r]v  crov.  eyd>  elpt 
'Pa^ai^A,  €49  eK  Td>v  eiTTa 
dyieov  ot  TTpoaava^epovcriv 
Kat  eianopevovTai  evooTTiov 
Trjs  So^TjS  TOV  6eov  tov 
peydXov,  Kat  eTapd- 
X6r)crav  ol  Svo  Kat  enecrav 

€774  TTpOaCCTTOV  €77?  T^V  ytjv 
Kat  e(pop'q[6r)crav.  Kat 
eiTrev  au]ro49  [Mfj  0o- 
^eicrOey  eiprjvr]]  vpiv  eaTai' 
Kat  TOJ'  6eov  evXoye'ire  eis 
TOV  airavTa  aieova.  eyco 
peO^  vpd>v  ovx  oTi  TT]  epav~ 
TOV  ;(a/)4r4  7]p7]Vy  dXXd  Tjj 
OeXrjaei  tov  6eov'  Kat 
avTov  evXoyeiTe,  Kat 


BA. 

idaaadai  ae  Kat  ttjv 
vvp(j>riv  aov  Xdppav,  eyd) 
eipi  ^Pa(f>ariXy  els  eK  tcov 
eTTTd  dyieov  ayy€Xcoi^ 
01  7rpoaava<pepovaiv  Tas 
TTpoaevxds  tcov  dytcov  Kat 
eianopevovTai  evdiriov  Trjs 
S6^7]STOv  dyiov,  .  Kat  era- 
pdxOrjaav  ol  Svo  Kat  hreaov 
[-aav  A)  €774  TrpoacoTTov,  otl 
e^o^ri6r]aav,  Kat  eiirev 
avTois  (I)0peia6€  (add 
oTi  Aj  eip'qvT}  vpiv  eaTai* 
tov  Se  6ebv  evXoyeiTe  els 
Toi^  aieova,  on  ov  tt] 
epavTOV  xap4r4,  aXXa  Trj 
OeX-qaei  tov  Oeov  vpcov 
(add  r}X6ov  A)*  o6ev  €u- 


idaaaOai  Kat  Xdppav 
T^v  vvpepTjv  aov,  lycS 
eipi  ^Pa(f)arjX,  els  tcov 
eiTTa  dyyeXcov  ot  rrapeaTri- 
Kaaiv  Kat  eianopevovTai 
evooTTiov  T7]s  So^rjs  KVplOV. 

Kat  eTapdxOrjaav  ol  Svo 
Kat  eneaav  ent  Trpoacorrov 
avTcbv  Kat  e(j)0^7j6r]aav, 

Kat  elnev  avTois  Mrj 
(l>o^eia6e,  elpTjvT]  vpiv* 
TOV  6eov  evXoyeire  eis 
iravTa  tov  aicova,  eyco 
oTe  TjpTjv  peff  vpcov  ovyt 

vpcov,  dXXd  Trj  OeXrjaei 
TOV  6eov'  avTov  evXoyeiTe, 
KaTa  irdaas  tols  rjpepas 
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TTdaas  ray  17/iepay  coTrra- 
uojJLTji/  vfup  Kat  Idecopei- 
ri  fie  0T[i]  ov[k  e(f)ayov  ,  . . 


XoyeLTe  avTov  eis  tov 
al(ova.  ndcra^  rds 
pay  dyTTTauofiTji^  vfiii/  Kal 
ovK  e(f>ayou  ,  .  . 


avT^  vpyeLTe,  Kat  de- 
copetTe  pe  otl  ovk  e(f>a~ 

yov  .  .  . 


'  Cursives  44,  106,  107. 

IdcraaOai  ae  Kat  uvp(f)r]i/  crov, 
eyd  eipi  ^Pa(j)arj\,  els  Tcov  dyto^v  rwv 
TrapeardTcoi'  evdniov  tov  6eov.  Kat 
erapd^driaap  dpcporepoL  Kat  eirecrav  errt 
npoacoTTOp  avTc^p  eirl  ttjp  yijp  otl  e(f)o- 
^riOriaap  {otl  60.  om.  44).  Kat  eJnep 
avTOLSy  Mr]  (po^eiaOey  eipr]pr]  vplp  eaTaL' 
evXoyeLTe  top  deoPy  otl  ov  rfj  epfi 
y(dpiTL  dXXd  Trj  deXrjaeL  tov  6eov  eycb 
ifXdop.  Kat  OVK  ecpayop  ,  .  . 


Old  Latin. 

te7ttare  te  et  S arrant  nuriini  ttiani. 

Ego  enim  sum  Raphahely  unus  de 
septem  angelis  sanctis  qiii  adsistimus  et 
conversamur  ante  claritatem  Dei,  Et 
cotiturbati  stmt  ntrique  et  ceciderunt  in 
facie  in  et  timuerunt,  Et  dixit  illis 
Raphahel:  Nolite  timerey  pax  vobiscunty 
Denm  benedicite  in  omni aevo,  E teniin 
cum  essem  vobiscum  non  mea  gratia 
eram  sed  voluntate  Dei:  ip  si  ergo 
benedicite^  et  omnibus  diebtis  decantate 
ei,  Et  videbatis  me  quia  mandu- 
cabam  .  .  . 


3.  7rpo(Tava(f)€pov(Ttv :  this  woid  occuis  twice  elsewhere  in  the  LXX,  Judith  xi.  18  A^ovcra 
TTpocravoLO’di  aoi  and  2  I\lacc.  xi.  36  a  Se  cKpivc  TTpotravepcgSiivai  ^acrtXet. 

1 1— 1 2.  That  OTL  should  be  read  in  1.  1 1  before  eipTjvrj  with  A  is  improbable,  the  line  being 
long  enough  without  it,  and  similar  words  of  connexion  being  avoided  elsewhere  in  the  frag¬ 
ment  ;  cf.  p.  3.  It  is  just  possible  that  v]\peiv  should  be  read  instead  of  vpiv  in  1,  12. 

13.  €ts :  fTTt  might  be  read,  but  eh  is  regularly  used  in  this  phrase  in  the  LXX 
and  N.  T. 

15.  ovx  OTL :  K  is  the  only  alternative  to  x  the  vestige  of  the  next  letter  suits  o,  but 
not  e,  so  that  ovkctl  is  an  unsatisfactory  reading,  even  if  it  suited  the  context.  The  traces  of 
rt  are  slight,  but  suggest  no  other  appropriate  reading,  so  that  ovx  Is  practically  certain ; 
cf.  int. 

20-1.  ot[l  I  ov[k  (so  is  very  uncertain,  but  suits  the  slight  traces  somewhat  better 
than  #ca[i  I  ou[k  (BA)  or  ov[k  €\(pa[yov. 


1596.  ECCLESIASTICUS  i. 

18  X  1 1-2  cm.  Sixth  century. 

A  leaf  from  a  papyrus  codex,  containing  the  first  nine  verses  of  Ecclesiasticus 
in  the  LXX,  written  with  brown  ink  in  large  heavy  round  uncials  of  the 
type  represented  by  e.  g.  Schubart,  Graec,  Berol,  44^  {Iliad  xxii),  probably 
in  the  sixth  century,  to  which  documents  found  with  or  near  1596  belong.  The 
numbering  of  the  pages,  if  it  existed  in  the  position  occupied  by  the  numberings 


1595.  ECCLESIASTICUS  I 


1 


in  e.  g.  1598,  is  not  preserved,  so  that  it  is  uncertain  whether  this  is  the  first  leaf 
of  the  codex  or  only  of  a  section.  The  beginnings  of  verses  are  marked  by  fresh 
lines  which  project  slightly,  and  the  ends  by  high  stops  apparently  throughout, 
though  owing  to  injuries  to  the  surface  these  are  not  always  discernible.  The 
usual  contractions  for  Kvpios  (but  not  in  1.  i),  and  ovpavos  occur. 

Verse  7  €7rtcrr?ffx?7  (TO(j)Las  rivi  i(l)av€p(aOr}  koI  ttiv  7To\v7r€tpLav  avrrjs  rty  gvv^k^v  \ 
which  is  generally  regarded  as  a  doublet  of  v.  5,  is  omitted,  as  in  the  chief 
uncial  MSS.  ;  but  v.  5  {Trrjyr]  aocpias  Xoyos  O^ov  iv  vxj/CcrTOiSy  Kal  al  TTopelai  avrrjs 
ivTokal  aicavLoi)  is  retained,  as  in  some  cursives  and  versions  (cf.  11.  16-19,  n.), 
though  this  too  has  generally  been  rejected  as  a  doublet  of  the  preceding 
verse;  cf.  Box-Oesterley  in  Charles’s  Apocr,  and  Psetidepigr,  i.  318.  The  resem¬ 
blance,  however,  between  vv.  4-5  is  much  less  marked  than  that  between  vv. 
6-7,  and  since  v.  4  ends  with  al&vosy  v.  5  with  atwi/tot,  the  hypothesis  that 
the  disappearance  of  v.  5  is  an  error  due  to  homoioteleuton  has,  we  think, 
more  to  justify  it  than  the  view  that  it  is  a  Pharisaic  addition.  In  other 
respects  the  text  of  1595  is  not  remarkable,  the  spelling  and  arrangement 
agreeing  with  rather  than  with  B.  A  note  at  the  bottom  of  the  recto 

perhaps  refers  to  an  omission.  This  is  the  first  papyrus  of  Ecclesiasticus. 


Verso. 


Recto. 


[7ra](ra  aocpia  napa  Kvpiov  K\aL  i 
[/zjer  avrov  ^<ttlv 
[€t]y  rov  aiccva* 


ev  v\lriaT0t9‘ 

Kac  ai  TTOpiac  avT[ri9  eu 


ToXai  aicoyioi[' 


\apL\piov  6a\a<T(T(cv  Kat  2 


20  pi^a  <TO(f>Las  tlv[l  an^ 


6 


5  \(T\Tayovas  v^tov  kul 


[ri]fjL€pa9  ai(ouo9  T19 
[e]^apiOiii](r€r 


Ka\v(p6r}* 

Kai  Ta  7ravovpyripi\aTa 


[u'i|r]os*  ovvov  Kai  TrXaros  3 

[y]^9  Kai  a^vcraou  kui 


avT7]S  ris*  €yp[(o* 

€£$*  eCTTiy  <TO(f)OS  [0o/3€ 


3 


10  (To^iav  r([9] 
[a]aer 


25  po9  (TcpoSpa* 

Ka6rj[pL]€P0S  eni  t\ov 


[7rp]or€yoa  TravTCOp  eKTi  4 

[<r]rat  aocpia* 


Opopov  avTOv[* 

/cy  avT09  €KTi(rep  [avTi]p  ? 
KUL  €lS^P  Kat  ^irj[ptOfi7] 


9 


[Kai]  (Tvpeai^  (f>p0Pr}<T^ 


30  (T€P  aVTTJP* 

Kai  €^€^€€1'  avr7}[p  em 


15  aiccpos* 


TrapTa  ra  €pya  [avrov 
([€wavw  .  avinvll 
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9-10.  Kcu  ao(f.tap:  om.  Syriac  and  Latin  versions. 

16-19.  This  verse  (5),  omitted  by  the  uncial  MSS.,  is  found  in  cursive  248  and  others 
and  in  the  Syro-Hexaplar,  Latin,  and  Sahidic  versions  ;  cf.  int. 

2  2.  7ravovpyi]fi\aTa  :  SO  ;  TravovpyevpaTa  B. 

23-4.  Between  these  lines  several  cursives  (not  248),  the  Syro-Hexaplar,  Latin,  and 
Sahidic  versions  insert  verse  7  iTnar^pr}  o-o(/)tas:  ktX.  ;  cf.  int. 

24.  0-0005“ :  this  word,  though  found  in  the  Greek  MSS.,  is  omitted  by  Box-Oesterley, 
/.  r.,  following  the  versions.  In  place  of  11.  24-5  the  Syriac  and  Arabic  versions  have  ‘  One 
(there  is)  who  hath  dominion  over  all  her  treasures  \ 

28.  B  alone  of  the  Greek  MSS.  assigns  this  word  to  the  previous  verse.  That 
avTTjVy  the  reading  of  the  MSS.,  was  added  at  the  end  of  the  line  is  not  quite  certain,  though 
without  it  the  line  would  be  rather  short ;  cf.  1.  33,  n. 

29.  eiBcv:  so  BA. 

33.  Whether  this  line,  which  was  written  in  uncials  by  a  different  hand  in  darker  ink 
but  intentionally  obliterated,  has  any  connexion  with  the  main  text  is  uncertain.  The 
readings  of  all  the  letters  except  the  first  four  are  very  doubtful,  and  there  are  several 
ink  smudges  on  both  sides  of  the  papyrus  which  seem  to  be  accidental.  If  enavco  is  right, 
the  reference  is  perhaps  to  an  omission  by  the  first  hand,  i.  e.  of  avrrjv  in  1.  28  rather  than 
nvTOv  in  1.  32. 

1596.  St.  John’s  Gospel  vi. 

10*7  X  5*2  cm.  Fourth  century. 

A  fragment  from  the  lower  part  of  a  leaf  of  a  papyrus  codex  of  St. 
John's  Gospel,  containing  vi.  8-ia  and  17-22,  but  with  the  loss  of  slightly 
more  than  half  the  lines.  It  was  found  together  with  third-fourth  century 
documents,  and  probably  belongs  to  the  early  or  middle  part  of  the  fourth 
century,  the  script  being  a  medium-sized  semiuncial.  T(?7a'ou)y  is  the  only 
contraction,  arid  one  high  stop  occurs  (1.  41)  ;  pauses  are  indicated  by  a  slight 
space  in  1.  46,  and  probably  by  a  larger  space  in  the  lacuna  in  1.  49.  The 
papyrus,  though  hardly  so  old  as  208  (parts  of  i  and  xx)  and  1228  (xv.  25- 
xvi.  31)  and  not  very  correctly  spelled,  is  interesting  on  account  of  its  early 
date,  being  probably  older  than  847  (ii.  11-22  on  vellum).  The  text  is  eclectic 
in  places  (e.  g.  1.  22),  as  often  happens  in  early  Biblical  MSS.,  but  tends, 
like  847,  to  support  B  rather  than  5“^,  to  which  208  and  to  a  less  degree  1228 
incline,  or  A.  There  are  8  agreements  with  B  in  the  10  places  where  B  and 

differ,  and  in  only  i  out  of  5  places,  where  A  differs  from  both  and  B,  does 
1596  apparently  support  A  (1.  21,  n.).  A  new  order  of  words  seems  to 
occur  in  a  passage  where  all  three  of  the  chief  MSS.  differ  (11.  40-1,  n.). 

Recto, 

14  lines  lost 

15  [avTOV  Ai/Speas  0  aS€\(po9  SifJico\i/o9  neTpo[v  vi.  8 

[€(TTLP  TTaiSapiov  a)Se  oy  7rei/T€  apT0V9  f<[pL  9 


1596.  ST,  JOHN^S  GOSPEL  VI 


9  ' 


[divov9  KUL  Svo  oyjrapLa  aA]Xa  ravra  ti  €(ttlv  €i[s 
[roaovTOV^  einei/  o  ly  7roL7ja]aTe  tovs  auBpconoi^?  lo 

[aj/arreaeLV  rjv  Se  )(opT]o9  7toXv9  too  T07r[oo 
20  [ap€7r€<Tap  ovv  ol\  apSpe^  top  apL6[pop 

[co(T€L  7r€PTaKi(r]xi'X€L0L  eXo/Sep  ov[p  ii 

[roi^y  apT0V9  o  1 9  K]aL  €vxapL(TTrj<Ta9  e5c«[ 

[k€P  T0L9  apaK€ip]€P0L9  0p0l(09  Kai  €[k 
\toop  o'yj/apicop  o(ro]p  7)6eXop  (09  Se 
25  [epeTrXrjadrjaap]  Xeyei  Tot9  pa67jTai9  a[v  12 

Verso. 

13  lines  lost 

[XOPTO  nejpap  t[7J9  6aXa(r(T7]9  €L9  Kacjoappaovp 
40  [K]aL  (TKOTia  tjSt]  €y[€]y[oP€L  Kai  ov  Trpo9  avT0V9 
[e]A?7Xu^e4  0  I9*  r)  re  6[aXa(T(Ta  apepov  peya 
[Xo]i;  7rP€0PT09  SL€y€l[p€TO  €X7jXaK0T€9  OVP 
C09  a’TaSiov9  eiKocri  7r[€PTe  77  TpLUKOpra  decopov 
[o'l]p  Ip  7r€pL7raT0v[pTa  eni  tt/j  6aXao‘(r7]9 
45  Kai  epyv9  tov  7rXoi[ov  yipop^pop  Kai 

€(po^r]dr](rap  0  Se  [Xeyet  avT0L9  eyco  €LpL 
pt]  (poffeiadai  rjd€[Xop  ovp  Xa^eip  avTOP 

€L9  TO  nXoLOP  Kai  e\y6eoo9  eyei^ero  to  ttXolop 
€7rL  T7}9  yrj9  ety  77[i'  VTrrjyop  tt]  enav 

50  piop  0  0^X09  0  €(TT[riKco9  7T€pap  Trj9  daXaacrT]9 
iSep  OTi  TrXoiapLOP  [aXXo  ovk  tip  eKei  h  pt]  €P 

16-18.  The  restorations  of  these  lines,  based  on  and  B,  are  quite  long  enough,  even 
allowing  for  the  slope  of  the  column  towards  the  left,  which  is  noticeable  on  the  verso. 
Hence  it  is  very  improbable  that  1596  agreed  with  A  and  many  later  MSS.  in  adding 
ev  after  iraibapiov  in  1.  1 6  and  after  €LTrev  in  1.  i8. 

19.  TTokvs :  so  nearly  all  MSS. ;  ttoXvs  xopTos  A. 

20.  ovu  ot]  apbpes :  this,  the  reading  of  &c.,  suits  the  space  better  than  ovp 
oL  av{0p(o7r)oc  avSpes  (A  &c.).  Some  MSS.  omit  OVP  or  ot,  and  1596  may  have  had 
01  av(^6p(o7r)oi  apbpeSj  omitting  ovp, 

2  1.  [wo-et  (A  and  most  MSS.)  suits  the  length  of  the  lacuna  better  than  wj  (^^B). 

eXe^ep :  1.  (Xa^tp, 

od[i/  :  so  ^^cABD  and  some  others  ;  Se  &c. 

2  2.  evxopt'OTTjo’as :  SO  AB  and  most  MSS. ;  €vxapf-o’Tr)(r€P  kql  &c. 
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€5a3[K€i/ ;  so  and  some  others ;  8ub(0K€v  AB  and  most  MSS. 

2  0.  Kcii  t  SO  and  nfiost  IVISS.  ^  St  kqi  D  &c. 

40.  [k^ql  aKOTLa  rjbrj  eyfe ]‘y[oz/6t  :  SO  AB  and  mOSt  MSS.  ;  KaTcXa^iV  Se  avrovs  r)  (TKOTia  ^D. 
40—1.  ou  TTpoff  avTovff  |e]Xi;Xu^fi  o  l(?;(rov)s’ :  ovtto)  eXi;X.  l(»70’.)  Trpos  avr.  5^;  outto)  Trpos  auT, 

cXrjk.  o  B  *  oi'K  eXrjX,  Trpos  auT,  o  A.  There  is  not  room  for  ovTTco  here, 

41.  T€ :  so  most  MSS. ;  Se  D  &c. 

42.  5i6'y«[p6TO  :  so  B  &C,  5  8ir]y€ip€TO  t^AD  &C, 

43.  CDS :  so  and  most  MSS. ;  cocrei  AD  &c. ;  om.  a  few  MSS. 

o-raSioi;?  I  SO  ^AB  and  most  MSS. ;  o-raSm  ^^*D. 

43-4.  0€(Dpov\(n]v :  the  supplement  in  1.  43  is  rather  long ;  and  possibly  opco^aiy 
occurred,  though  no  such  variant  is  known  here.  Before  l(r](Tov)v  the  MSS.  insert  rov,  but 
there  is  certainly  not  room  for  [ro]y  here. 

46.  o  de :  so  all  Greek  MSS.  except  which  has  Kai, 

47*  (fyo^ciaSai  :  1,  (Po^ciadc. 

49.  (TTi  TTJS  yrjs :  SO  ^^^ABD  and  most  MSS.  ;  ein  tt)v  yr]v  &c. 

\y7rr)yov  :  SO  all  MSS.  except  which  has  viTr}VTi]a€v»  That  reading  is  possible  here, 
for  the  supplement  (13  letters)  is  3  or  4  letters  shorter  than  would  be  expected,  but  there 
may  well  have  been  a  considerable  space  before  tt]  ctravpiov,  which  begins  a  new  section. 

51.  idcv  :  so  ^^D  &c.  (etSfv)  ;  €i8ov  AB  &c.  j  ibcDv  some  ]\ISS. 


1597.  Acts  of  the  Apostles  xxvi. 

5*7  X  2*8  cm.  Late  third  or  fourth  century. 

Plate  I  (verso). 

t 

This  scrap  from  the  bottom  of  a  leaf  of  a  papyrus  codex  is  tantalizing, 
for  it  belongs  to  an  abnormal  recension  of  Acts.  The  script  is  a  good-sized, 
somewhat  irregular  uncial,  which  is  certainly  not  later  than  the  fourth  century 
and  may  belong  to  the  latter  part  of  the  third.  M  has  the  middle  brought 
down  below  the  side  strokes ;  the  top  stroke  of  Z  is  curved  and  the  middle 
of  03  is  slurred.  Oeos  is  contracted,  as  usual.  Whether  stops  were  employed 
is  uncertain.  All  that  survives  is  7-10  letters  from  the  beginnings  or  ends  of 
10  fairly  long  lines  which  covered  xxvi.  7-8  and  20,  and  the  reconstructions 
of  the  lacunae  are  in  several  places  doubtful ;  but  enough  remains  to  show 
that  the  text  presented  many  novelties.  In  ch.  xxvi  D  (Codex  Bezae),  the 
principal  rival  of  the  current  text,  is  defective  ;  but  in  11.  3  and  8  there  are  strong 
indications  of  agreements  between  1597  and  some  of  the  variants  preseiwed  in 
Old  Latin  MSS.,  so  that  the  fragment  seems  to  represent  a  very  ancient  Greek 
text  akin  to  the  ‘Western’,  apparently  avoiding  some  of  the  difficulties  of 
construction  and  sense  presented  by  the  current  text  in  this  chapter.  That 
a  piece  of  the  ‘  Western  ’  text  of  Acts  should  make  it's  appearance  in  Egypt 
is  an  interesting  circumstance,  but  perhaps  not  very  surprising.  The  reading 
of  D  in  Matt.  iii.  16-17  occurred  in  the  Oxyrhynchus  Irenaeus  fragment  (405; 


1597.  ACTS  OF  THE  APOSTLES  XXVI 


II 


Part  iv,  pp.  264-5),  and  in  other  papyrus  or  vellum  fragments  of  Acts  from 
Egypt  occasional  agreements  with  D  are  found  (in  P.  Amh.  8  at  ii.  13,  and  in 
von  Soden’s  a®  at  iv.  32). 

Verso.  Plate  i. 

TO  Sco8eK[a(pvXor  r]fiot)v  ey  eKTe  7 

via  vvKr\a  kul  rifiepay  Xarpeva  ey  ? 
eXTriSi  K[aTayrr](TaL  irepi  rj9  yvy  ? 

eyKaXov[/jLaL  vtto  lovSaicoy  ei  ?  8 

5  0  09  yeKp[ov9  eyeipei . 

Recto. 

[aTreiOrjS  Tt)  ovpayico  oirracna  a]XXa  T019  ([y  20 

[AapacTKCo  npcoroy  re  kul  l€po]o-oXo//oi9  Ka[L 
[777  louSaia  Kai  tols  eOyecnv^  eKtjpv^a  [ 

[perayoeiy  Kai  eincrT p^(f)Hy  e\Tn  Toy  6y  [ 

10  [a|ia  7779  perayoias  epya  7rp]aaaoyTa9  [ 

1—3.  The  ordinary  Greek  text  is  iv  eKr€i/(c)ia  vvktu  kgi  rjfiipav  XarpeCoi/  iKniCd  KaTavrrjaai 
(-r)(T€iv  B)’  Trept  rjs  i\mdos  iyKaXovfiai,  but  Cod.  Gigas  (13th  cent.)  which  has  instanter  node  ac 
die  deseruiunt  in  spe  peruenire,  de  qua  spe  7itmc  accuser  in  place  of  the  usual  node  ac  die 
deseruienies  spera7it  deuenirCy  de  qua  spe  accuser y  seems  to  be  based  on  a  Greek  text  closely 
allied  to  1597.  eXTndi  in  1.  3  makes  a  verb,  not  a  participle,  necessary  in  1.  2  ;  but  whether 
€v  should  be  inserted  at  the  end  of  I.  2  is  doubtful,  for  it  produces  20  letters  in  the  lacuna, 
whereas  in  1.  i  there  are  only  16  in  the  corresponding  space.  Line  i  is,  however,  very  short 
compared  with  the  lines  on  the  recto,  and  possibly  a  dittography  or  unknown  variant 
occurred  in  the  lost  part  of  it.  If  so,  there  was  no  appreciable  difference  in  the  length  of 
the  lines  on  the  two  sides  of  the  leaf,  and  not  only  is  there  plenty  of  room  for  Xarpevei  ev  in 
1.  2,  but  fATTiSof,  for  the  omission  of  which  there  is  no  parallel,  can  be  restored  instead  of  vw 
in  1.  3,  and  jSao-iXev  inserted  in  1.  4  (cf.  n.).  But  on  the  whole  we  prefer  on  account  of 
1.  I  to  suppose  that  the  lines  on  the  verso  are  somewhat  shorter  than  those  on  the  recto. 

4.  After  lovSato)*/,  before  which  many  cursives  insert  twi/,  most  Greek  MSS.  except  A 
insert  ^ao-iXcO ;  but  Cod.  Gigas  omits  reXj  and  there  may  well  have  been  a  blank  space  before 
V.'  8.  There  is  no  room  for  ^ao-tXcu  here  without  creating  a  great  difficulty  in  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  1.  I ;  cf.  the  preceding  n.  How  1597's  recension  of  v.  8  was  arranged  is  not  clear. 
The  Greek  MSS.  all  have  rl  amarov  Kpivirai  Trap’  vpiVy  ee  6  0c6s  v€Kpovs  cye/pft,  which  is  repro¬ 
duced  in  the  Latin,  and  the  omission  of  a  line  containing  rt . . .  vpiv  is  an  easy  hypothesis.  But 
in  view  of  the  other  new  readings  in  1597  the  passage  may  represent  a  genuinely  different 
recension  of  a  verse  which  comes  into  the  context  somewhat  abruptly,  and  which  Nestle 
wished  to  place  after  v.  23. 

6.  Verses  9-19,  which  are  missing  at  the  top  of  the  recto,  would  occupy  33  or 
34  lines  corresponding  to  11.  6-10,  if  the  text  was  approximately  as  long  as  the  ordinary 
one ;  but  1597  seems  to  be  somewhat  shorter  than  usual. 

7.  The  restorations  of  11.  9-10,  which  are  practically  certain,  favour  the  insertion  here 
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of  either  t6  before  koi  with  (but  not  traceable  in  the  Old  Latin)  or  ev  before  IfpojcroXo- 
fiois  with  A,  but  not  of  both. 

Aco[t  I  TT)  lovbata :  this  restoration,  though  implying  a  new  variant,  suits  the  presumable 
length  of  the  lacuna  in  1.  8  (if  kql  rotf  is  retained)  much  better  than  Ko[t  |  rot?  lov5ato<?, 

which  would  have  the  support  of  in  omnem  regionem  iudeis,  the  reading  of  the  Cod. 
Colbertinus  (13th  cent.)  and  a  corrector  of  the  Cod.  Perpinianus  (13th  cent.).  i^BA  have 
TTa(Tav  T€  Tr\v  xtwpov  rr\s  lovSaiay,  which  is  retained  by  Tischendorf  in  spite  of  the  difficulty 
caused  by  the  unexplained  accusative,  in  later  MSS.  governed  by  an  inserted  fis  (so  von 
Soden).  That  1597,  which  was  shorter  here  than  the  current  text,  had  |  €is  naaav  tijv 
X<ii>pav  TTjs  louSuta?]  and  omitted  koi  tois  €6v€(riv  is  possible,  but  less  likely. 

8.  €Kr}pv^a :  aTrrjyy^Wov  (t^BA)  is  the  best  attested  reading,  and  the  numerous  variants 
are  all  compounds  of  ayyAXftr/  in  some  form.  The  Old  Latin  MSS.  have  adnuntiare 
in  some  form,  except  the  Floriacensis  (6th-7th  cent.)  which  has  praedicazity  apparently 
representing  iKrjpv^n, 

9.  TOP  6{€o)p  :  TOP  C^pra  6,  some  cursives,  &c.  (including  von  Soden's  chief  ‘  Pamphilus  ^ 
group);  cf.  xiv.  15. 

1598.  I  ThESSALONIANS  IV — II  THESSALONIANS  i. 

Fr.  4  8-8  x6-2  cm.  Late  third  or  fourth  century. 

Parts  of  two  consecutive  leaves  and  an  unidentified  scrap  of  a  papyrus 
codex,  containing  I  Thess.  iv.  i!2-II  Thess.  i.  2  with  considerable  lacunae.  The 
script  is  a  large  heavy  round  uncial  of  the  early  biblical  type,  not  so  formal  and 
calligraphic  as  e.  g.  1166  (Part  ix,  Plate  i),  but,  like  406,  probably  of  the  late 
third  rather  than  the  fourth  century.  The  usual  contractions  of  ’Itjo-ou?, 
Kvpiosy  TTarrip,  and  XpLcrro^  occur.  No  stops  are  actually  found,  but  a  >-shaped  sign 
is  used  for  filling  up  short  lines.  The  numbers  of  the  pages,  which  are  twice 
preserved  (pp.  207-8),  suggest  that  the  book  was  a  collection  of  St.  PauFs 
Epistles,  and  it  is  noteworthy  that  the  usual  order  of  these  from  Romans  to 
I  Thess.  would  exactly  account  for  the  preceding  206  pages. 

The  text  is  interesting,  being,  as  often,  eclectic  In  character.  It  agrees  with  B 
four  times  against  ^A,  once  with  BA  against  twice  with  t^A  against  B,  once  with 
against  BA.  In  11. 5o,  77,  and  109  the  papyrus  clearly  presented  a  longer  text 
than  any  of  the  MSS.,  but  in  no  case  is  the  addition  preserved,  though  fairly 
probable  conjectures  can  be  made.  In  1.  70  the  papyrus  is  shorter  than  the  MSS. 
The  unidentified  fragment  does  not  agree  with  the  ordinary  text  of  any  passage 
in  either  of  these  two  Epistles.  A  seventh-century  vellum  fragment  of  I  Thess.  iii. 
6-9,  iv.  2-5  has  been  published  by  Wessely  (Siud,  zur  Palaeogr,  xii.  192). 

Frs.  1  +  2  recto.  Frs.  1+2  verso. 

O-f  C7J 

VOS  [xp^tav  ^XT^^  epx^Tai  orav  \^y\oiaiv  v.  3 

pev  [^e  vpas  ayvoeiv  a^eA  35  \eiprivri  Kat  acrcpaXeia  to]t  ai 


1598.  I  THESSALONIANS  IV— II  THESSALONIANS  I 
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3  [0®]f  KOLjJLOifJLei^COy 

15  lines  lost 

yov  Kai  o[4  yeKpoL  ey  Xco  a  iv.  16 
20  yaaTrja‘o[yTaL  irpcoToy  €  17 

7re(T[a  rjpei?  ot  ^coyre^ 

OL  '7T€p[L]X[eL7rop€yot  apa 
ayy  avTOLS  a[p7rayrjcrope6a 
€y  yecbeXalis  €L9  airayrr) 

25  (TLy  TOV  Hu  €L9  [a€pa  KUL  OVTCO 

7rayT0T€  crvy  [/^  ecropeOa  coo-  18 

7  lines  lost 

Frs.  3+4  verso. 

\<je  ] 

[vpiy  Kac  7rpot(TT]ay[o]p€  v.  12 
[yovs  vpcoy  ey  Ka]c  you 
[derovyra^  vpai\  kul  rjyu  13 
70  [dOai  avTovs  e]^  Tre^co-o-oi; 

[ex'  ayaTTf]  Sia  to]  €[p]yoy  av 
[rcoy]  e[ip7]y€V€T]€  ey  avT0L9 
[7rap]aK[aXovp€y  Se  v]pa9  a  14 
[SeX<poL  yovOeretTe]  roi/y 
75  Wr«[^]7[o]i/y  n[a]pa[pv6et(r]6€ 

T01/9  o[A]4yo>|r2;^[oif9  ayre^e 
yOe  Tcoy  a[cr0]e[x'cox'  ey  vpiy  ? 
paKpo6vpeL7[e  npos  iray 
Tas  opare  pr]  t[(S‘  KaKoy  ay  15 
80  Tt  KaKov  Tiyi  a7r[oSo)  aXXa 
irayroTe  to  a\ya6oy  SicoKe  . 

T€  KUL  ex?  [aXAT^Xovy  Kai  exy 
7ray\Tas  nayroTe  '^aipeTe  16 

aSca^XeiTTTco^  Trpocrev^eade  17 

85  ey  7r[ax'7t  ev^apiaTene  tov  18 

18  lines  lost 


17  lines  lost 

[Svaapeyoi  6a>paK]a  7no‘Te[  v.  8 
[coy  Kac  ayaTTTj?  Kat]  7repLKe(pa[ 

55  [Aaiai'  eXmSa  o’]coTrjptas  otl  [  9 

[ovK  eOeTo  0  6s]  tjpas  eis  op[ 

[yrjy  aXXa  eis  7r]epc7roLT][(T]iy 
[aeoTTjpLas  Sia  t]ov  kv  rjpcoy 
[Irjv  TOV  a7rodayoy]TOS  vjrep  77  10 

60  [pcoy  TrayTCoy  ?  Ly]a  ec[Te  yp]Ti 
6  lines  lost 

Frs.  3+4  recto. 

[  <^0 

KUL  Trept  7][pcoy  aanacraaOe  v.  26 
105  Tovs  a^eX(f>ovs  irayTas  ey 

(f>LXr]paT[i  aycco  eyopKi^co  v  27 
pas  Toy  Ky  [ayayyooaOrjyai 
TTjy  e7rc(rT[oX7]y  iraaiy  tois 
aSeX(f)[oLS  TOis  ayiois  ?  rj  ya  28 
no  pLs  TOV  [w  7] pcoy  Irjv  Xv  pe 
6  vp\coy 

[npos  0€cro-a]Aox'e[4/c]€iy  a 
[npos  0eo-o-aAo]i'€[i/ce]cy  j8 

[TlavXos  Kat  5'xA]oi;ax'o[y]  Kat  II.  i.  i 
115  [Ttpo6eos  Tt]  eKK]XT]o‘La 
[6ea‘0‘aXoyeiKecoy  e]y  6co 
[Tipt  Tjpwy  Kat  Kco  l7]]v  Xco 
[Xapxy  vpty  Kat  eiprjyri]  ano  2 

1 8  lines  lost 
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Fr.  5  (middle  of  a  column). 

Verso.  Recto. 

]to[  144  TT]  Iti[ 

]teta[ 


137  ]aa[ 

]«[ 

]r°[ 

140  ](ca[ 


1-2.  S€\o]fjL€v:  SO  and  most  MSS.;  deXa  some  cursives,  versions,  and  citations. 
22.  oL  7r€p[i]\[€t7ro^€pot :  so  most  MSS. ;  om.  FG  &c. 

25.  Tov  K{ypio)v  :  so  and  most  MSS. ;  some  others  have  rco  Xpiara). 

26.  (Tvv:  so  &c. ;  €v  B. 

35.  To]r  :  the  6  is  not  usually  elided  here. 

56.  o  ^(eo)ff]  rjpas:  SO  B  with  some  cursives;  r^pas  o  ^(co)?  t^A  &c. 

59.  [i^ ;  so  B  and  the  Aethiopic  version  ;  for  the  ordinary  reading,  there 

is  not  room. 

'v7T€p  :  so  and  most  others ;  nepi 

59—60.  7raPT<Dv?  ip^al  om.  ttoi'toji/  MSS.  No  variant  except  ypTyyopou/ifi/ for  ypr^yopca- 
p€p  is  known  at  this  point,  but  the  traces  of  letters  in  1.  60  are  irreconcilable  with  the  ordinary 
readings,  ae  being  nearly  certain,  though  the  other  vestiges  are  inconclusive. 

67.  TTpoL(rT]ap[o]p€[povs :  so  t^A,  this  being  a  common  Egyptian  form  of  the  usual 
7rpoi(TTap€Povs.  The  reading  is  not  quite  certain,  but  suits  the  vestiges  better  than  7rp]ot[ara]~ 
p€[povs,  which  seems  to  be  the  only  alternative. 

69.  KOI :  so  h^AB  and  most  MSS. ;  oxttc  FG. 

70.  €^K  7r€pi(T(Tov :  v7T€p€K7r€pi(T(Tov  t^A  and  most  MSS.;  vTTcpe/cTrepio-aa)?  BD*FG.  In  iii. 
10  and  Eph.  iii.  20  there  is  no  variant  for  vnepeKircpio-aov,  but  in  Mark  xiv.  31  ^^BCD  &c, 
read  eKTr^picracu?  in  place  of  €K  7T€piaa-ov. 

71.  The  supposed  traces  of  €[p]yov  are  very  doubtful,  but  no  variant  is  known. 

72.  avTois :  so  &C. ;  eaurotff  ABD®  &C. 

77.  a[(Td]€[p(op  €P  vpip? :  so  Bartlet ;  the  MSS.  have  nothing  between  aaOcpap  and 

paKpo6vpUT€. 

•  82.  KOI :  so  &c. ;  om.  t^*AD  &c. 

104.  Kot:  so  BD*  &c. ;  om.  t^ADc  and  most  other  MSS. 

106.  €popKiCa>  (ABD*  &c.)  suits  the  space  better  than  opKifo  and  most  others). 

109.  aS€X(^[otff  Tois  ayLOLSl  aSeXc^oty  ^*BD  &C. ;  aytoty  aScXc^oty  ^^®A  &C. 

111.  After  vp[ci)p  the  papyrus  may  have  had  apr)p  with  ^^A  &c. 

1 12.  The  title  agrees  with  i^B* ;  other  ]\ISS.  add  iirXrjpoddr)  or  eVeXeo-^^  or  eypdcj)!]  otto 

'Adrjpap. 

1 1 3.  The  title  agrees  with  i^AB  ;  other  MSS.  prefix  dpxerat, 

1 14.  2iX]oi;ai/o[y] :  SO  t^AB  &c.  ;  some  MSS.  have  2iX^ap6s. 

1 1 7.  l»7(o’o)]u  X(piOT)Q) :  so  t^AB  &c. ;  x(p((rr)o)  i^^cro)!;  D  and  some  others. 

T44.  This  line  corresponds  in  position  to  1.  143,  the  upper  part  of  the  recto  being  lost. 
The  first  contraction  was  presumably  some  case  of  Kuptoy  or  Xptcrrdy,  but  1.  144  cannot  be 
combined  with  I.  117. 
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1599.  H ERMAS,  PASTOR,  SIM,  VIII 

1599.  Hermas,  Pastor,  Sim,  viii. 

24*5  X  19*8  cm.  Fourth  century, 

A  complete  leaf  of  a  papyrus  codex  containing  Sim,  viii.  6.  4-8.  3  of  the 
Shepherd  of  Hermas,  this  being  the  eighth  Greek  fragment  of  that  popular 
work  which  has  been  obtained  from  Egypt,  besides  a  few  Coptic  fragments  ; 
cf.  1172.  inti  and  Berl,  Klassikertexte,  vi,  p.  16.  The  two  pages  are  numbered 
72  and  73,  the  columns  being  slightly  longer  than  those  in  1172,  where  Sim,  ii 
occupies  pp.  70-1.  The  script  of  the  major  portion  is  a  medium-sized  upright 
semiuncial  with  a  tendency  to  exaggerate  the  last  stroke  of  a,  k,  and  A.  Some¬ 
thing  seems  to  have  gone  wrong  with  the  verso,  where  the  original  writing  has 
been  obliterated  in  11.  5-6  and  from  7  onwards,  and  a  larger  and  less  practised 
hand,  which  imitates  the  style  of  the  first,  takes  its  place  up  to  the  end  of  the  page. 
The  leaf  was  found  with  dated  third-century  documents,  but  the  writing  hardly 
suggests  so  early  a  date,  and  it  more  probably  belongs  to  the  fourth  century,  like 
1172,  than  to  the  last  quarter  of  the  third.  and  Kvpio^  are  contracted,  as 

usual.  Pauses  are  indicated  by  high  stops  and  blank  spaces.  An  apostrophe  is 
sometimes  used  to  mark  elision  or  divide  double  consonants. 

The  text  is  not  very  good,  being  prone  to  omissions,  especially  owing  to 
homoioteleuton,  as  in  11.  19-20,  25,  27,  40-1  ;  cf.  11.  3,  9,  18,  22,  24,  32,  33, 
41,  45,  where  1599  is  in  nearly  all  cases  clearly  wrong.  Other  slips  occur, 
e.  g.  in  1.  29.  But  naturally  the  difference  of  nine  centuries  between  the  dates 
of  1599  and  the  Codex  Athous,  which  for  this  part  of  the  Shepherd  is  the 
sole  Greek  authority,  expresses  itself  by  a  number  of  improvements  in  the 
older  text.  In  five  places  (11.  9  20,  31,  37,  54)  it  supports  one  or 

both  of  the  Latin  versions  against  the  Athous,  which  in  1.  54  had  corrupted 
avTov  to  \ol7t6v,  as  discerned  by  Hilgenfeld.  Of  the  other  variants  the  most 
noteworthy  occur  in  11.  3-4,  5,  ii,  25,  38,  42,  46,  48,  50,  56.  Most  of  these 
are  probably  right ;  that  in  11.  3-4  is  apparently  supported  by  the  Aethiopic 
version.  There  are,  as  usual  in  Hermas  papyri,  several  changes  in  the  order 
of  words  (11.  6,  30,  44,  47,  49,  52),  where  the  evidence  of  the  older  witness  is 
generally  the  more  credible ;  cf.  1172.  int. 

The  collation  with  the  text  of  the  Codex  Athous  (ca)  is  based  on  Lake’s 
transcript  in  Facsimile  of  the  Athos  fragments  of  the  Shepherd  of  Hermas,  which 
supersedes  Simonides’s  transcript  used  by  Gebhardt-Harnack  and  the  imperfect 
collation  of  Georgandas.  The  information  as  to  the  Latin  Vulgate  and  Palatine 
versions  (L^  and  L^)  and  Aethiopic  version  (A)  is  obtained  from  Gebhardt- 
Harnack’s  and  Hilgenfeld  s  editions,  A  new  edition  of  the  Shepherd  is  much  to 
be  desired. 
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Verso. 

00 

ano  Toav  roLovroiv  V  a7re[crTT;]  viii.  6,  4 

OL  Se  ray  aarjTTTov?  e7nSeS(OKo[T€9]  Kat  5 

ovTor  eyyvs  avTcov  'qcrav  viroKpirai  Kai  [SiSja^ay 
eL(r(pepoi^T€9  er^pas*  Kat  €/ccrrp€0oj^T€[y]  tovs 
5  SovXovs  Tov  6v*  (2nd  hand)  /xa[[A]]Xicrra  Se  waXu^  rov9  "Opap 
I  St  hand  rrjKOTes  (2nd  h.)  prj  ac^evres  a(ist  h.)i;TOi;y  (2nd  h,)  peTavoetv 
aXXa  Tats  StSa-yats  rats  pcopais  TretOoi^res  avToys 
ovTOt  ovv  eyovcrtv  eXiriSa  tov  peTavorjaat*  ^Xems  6 

Se  e^  avTcoi^  peTavevorjKOTes  a(p  ore  eAaXrycray 
10  avToi?  Ta9  eyjoXa^  pov‘  /ca[i]  ert  per  ay  07]  a  (pa  tv* 
oaot  Se  ov  perei/orjcrai'  ancoXecray  ttjv  '^vyrjy 
avTCoy*  oaoi  Se  peTeyorjcray  e^  avTCoy  aya6[o]L 
^y[^]i^oyTO*  Kat  eyeyero  rj  KaroiKta  avrayy  €4[y 
Ta  Tiyrj  ra  irpoara'  Ttyes  Se  Kat  ets  Toy  7Tvpy[o]y 
15  aye^Tjcray  jSXeTrty  ovy  (fyrjcny  on  t]  perayota 
Tcoy  apapTCoXcoy  ^corjy  eiyey  to  Se  prj  peTa 

yoTjcrat  SayaToy  ocrot  Se  rjpt^Tjpovs  e7Te[  7,  i 

SoiKay  Kat  ey  avrais  (rytapas  eiyoy  aKove  7re[pt 
avTOoy*  oacoy  rjtray  at  pa^S<x[i]  rjpi^rjpovs  [ 

20  Siyjrvyot  etaty  Kat  KaTaXaXoi  priSenoTe  etpriv^ev  2 

oyTes  €y  eavTois*  aXXa  StyoaTaTovyTes  7r[ay 
TOTe  Kat  TOVTOLS  (j)7]aLy  eTTiKeiTai  peTay[oia 
^Xerrets  (prjaty  Ttyas  rjSr)  e^  aVTcoy  peTay[eyo 
TjKOTas’  Kat  en  eXm9  eariy  ey  avTots  peTa\yoLas 
25  ocrot  ovy  (prjcny  e^  avTcoy  peTayeyoT]Ka[cri  3 

^paSvTepoy  ei?  Ta  Ttyr]  KaTotKrjcrcoaLy 
OL  Se  ov  peTayo7)(rcocrty  Tat?  7rpa^e[(T]iy  avrcoy 
OayaTco  anoSayovyTar 

Recto. 

07 

1st  hand  o[croi  5]6  yXoopas  eTTtSeScoKOTes  ray  pa^Sovs  avTcoy  4 

30  Kat  [ayL]<Tpa9  eyovaas  ovtol  nayTore  ttlcttol  Kat 


1599.  HERMAS.  PASTOR,  SIM.  VIII 


n 


aya[6oL]  eyeuovro  €Xoi/t€9  Se  ^7]Xov  riva  ev 
aA^[A?;]XotS“  irepL  TTp(OTLa>v  koli  nepi  Solas'  aXXa 
iravTes  ovtol  pcopoi  etcriv  ey  aX^XrjXois*  aXXa  Kac  ov  5 

Toi  aKov^auTe?  t(ov  eyroXcoy  pov  ayaOoL 
35  oz>r€y  eKuOapitrav  eavTOV^  Kai  p€T€yor]aay 

Ta)(y  eyeyero  ovy  rj  KaroiKijais  avTcoy  et?  roy 
TTvpyov'  eay  Se  tls  avTcoy  iraXiy  €7ri(TTpa(f)7j 
€19  T^y  Sixo<r[Ta]<Tiay  €k  KoX*Xr}67]a-€TaL  tov  nupyou 
Kat  anoXeaL  rrjy  ^corjy  avrov*  r]  ^corj  navTcoy  6 

40  €(TTiy  TCi>y  TrjpovyTdiy  ray  eyroXa?  tov  kv 

KUL  Ta9  eyroXa?  Se  wepi  npcoTLooy  rj  nept  So^7]9 
ovK  €(rTty  aXXa  7T€pi  paKpoOvpias  Kai  irepi  Tam 
yo(f)p[o](Tvy7]9  avSpos  €y  T0t9  Se  toiovtoi?  rj  ^corj  tov  leu 
€y  Se  T019  Si')(ocrTaTOi9  Kat  irapayopois  dararoy* 

45  Toay  Se  eTTiSeScoKOTcay  ray  pa^Sovs  rjptav  ^(Acopay  rjpiav  8.  i 

^rjpas  OVTOL  €i(TLy  01  raiy  irpaypaTiais  avToay 
€y7r€(j>vpp€yoL  Kai  T019  ayLOi9  prj  KoX^Xcopeyoi 
Sia  TOVTO  TO  r][pL](rv  avTCoy  Kai  to  rjpKrv  amOayey 
TToXXoi  ovy  aKOVcrayT€9  Tcoy  evToXody  pov  p€T€  2 

50  yoTjeray  octol  ovy  peTeyorjaay  rj  KaTOiKia  avTOoy 

[€4y]  Toy  TTvpyoy  Tty€9  Se  avTooy  €(y  reAoy  aTreaTrjaay 
[ovto]l  ovy  p€Tayoiay  ovk  €\ov(ny  Sia  ray  npaypa 
[riay  y]ap*  avTcoy  €^Xa(T(f>7i(^prf)(xay  Toy  Ky  Kai  aTrrjpyrja'ayTO 
[a]yToy  aTTCoXecray  ovy  Trjy  ^corjy  avTcoy  Sia  T7]y  tto 
55  [yr}]pLay  rjy  enpa^ay  ttoXXoi  Se  avTcoy  €Siylrv)(7)(ray  3 

OVTOL  ovy  €Ti  €'^ov<Tiy  p€Tayoiay  eay  Ta)(v  peTayorjcrcdaiy 


I.  T0i0VT(ji>v:  SO  ca  and  L^;  adds  ergo,  A  igi/ur.  The  termination  of  the  word 
following  Totovrcov  is  very  uncertain ;  but,  though  the  obliteration  might  be  accidental 
instead  of  intentional,  tolwv  does  not  seem  long  enough. 

3.  oDTOt’  eyyvs  avroDU  rjaavl  ovtoi  iyyvs  avTwv*  rjaav  yap  ca,  supported  by  and  A. 

3—4.  [St8]a;(a?  €Lcr(f)€povT€s  cTcpas  I  ^evas  elcrcf),  ca.  prcivds  in  perhaps  implies 

a  different  adjective,  but  A’s  duplicem  (docfrinavi)  seems  to  support  cTcpas,  for  which 
cf.  Gal.  \]  6  erepov  evayy^Xiov.  The  Gnostics  are  supposed  to  be  meant. 

5.  /za[[\]]Ai(7Ta  :  or  possibly  /xaX’Xto-ra. 

TTiikiv:  om.  ca,  UL^. 

TjpapTr)KoT€s  I  ^papTTjKoras  ca  cf.  1#  9>  where  the  accusative  in  -cs  recurs,  and  Jannaris, 
His/.  Gr.  Gram.  p.  120. 
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6.  a<p(VTfs :  a(piet>T(s  ca  in  accordance  with  the  other  participles. 

aVTOVS  fl€TaVO€lP  ;  fJi€TaVO€tV  aVT,  ca. 

7.  TTcidovres  I  SO  ca  and  [de/menies)  ;  deiinehant  U ;  sedticimt  A. 

avT<ov  :  TToXXoifs  gut.  ca  With  L^L^. 
fl€TaV€VorjKOT€S  :  Ka\  fl€TaV€V07)KUTaS  ca  f  cf.  1.  5j 
acj)  oT€  I  dcf)^  rjs  ca. 

eXoXTjtra?  :  SO  {perltdisti) ;  ^oKriaa  ca ;  miniiatim  est  A.  Editors  prefer  eXdX^o-as. 

Cf.  the  passage  immediately  preceding  1.  i,  where  ca  has  fXdXj^o-a,  but  implies  cXdXijo-a?. 

10.  fx€Tavorj(T(D<nv  i  fieTavorjcrovcLv  ca  j  cf.  11.  26—7  3.nd  Jannaris,  op,  cit,  p.  555* 

11.  fi€T€vor)(Tav :  fi€Tauo^(rov(Ttp  ca  ;  egermt  egerimf)  L'L^.  fieraporja-ova-ip  is  probably 
due  to  a  reminiscence  of  1.  10. 

:  C^Tfp  ca  ;  vitain  L^L*. 

12—3.  ey[f]yoi/ro*  Kai\  om.  Lh 

1 6.  :  ^x^t-  ca  j  inesse  {viiatiC) 

18.  rre^pLl  Koi  irep't  ca  J  de  (///j)  ve7'0  L'L^. 

19-20.  ai  /Ki0Sa[t]  TjfjLi^rjpovs  diyfivxoi  eicrtp  Kai  xaraXaXot  :  ai  pd^5o^  Ka6d  (1.  koto.)  to  avro 
^fit^r^poL  biyjrvxoL  elaiP'  ovre  yap  ovre  TeOprjKamp,  01  dc  f)p.L^r}povs  exoprts  xa'i  ip  avrats  a’xta'pAs, 

ovToi  KOI  di\J/vxoi  Kai  KardXaXoL  elaiv  ca,  the  omissions  in  1599  being  mostly  due  to  homoiote- 
leuton  j  cf.  int.  The  archetype  of  1599  may  well  have  already  lost  ^card  to  guto,  which  is 
omitted  by  IP  and  A  {tantiimmodo  L^). 

20.  pxihiTTOTc :  ei  nunqua7)i  L^L-A ;  Ka\  fir^be  ca.  koI  pribiTton  Gebh.-Harn. ;  but  Kai 
is  superfluous. 

22.  KOI :  dXXd  KGt  ca  J  €/  {his^  quideni  L'j  7ia7u  et  L^. 

23.  rfir\ ;  om.  ca,  UU, 

24.  €Ti  eXins  €(TTLP  €p  ovTois  peTO^poLos  I  cTt,  cl)r)(TiPj  eartp  €P  aoroT?  €X7r)s‘  perop,  Ca. 

25.  oo-ot  ovp:  Kai  oaoL  ca ;  quicimque  vero  L' ;  quic7mque  enim  L®. 

p€TaP€POijKC^(ri^  ^pabvTcpopl  perap.  rrfp  KaroiKiap  els  top  iTvpyov  e^ovcrip,  ocrot  be  i^  avratp 

^pabvrepop  peTapevor^KacTL  Ca.  Cf.  11.  I9~20,  n. 

26.  KaT0iKT)(r(0(TiP :  -aovo-ip  ca.  Cf.  1.  10,  n.  The  supposed  stop  may  be  part  of  the  k  of 
Ka[Gi  in  1.  25* 

27.  01  ^6  ov  p€Tapoq(T(DaiP :  so  JPy  qiii  vero  71071  egennt;  ouot  be  oh  peravoovaip  dXX* 
ippepovcTi  ca.  Cf.  11.  10,  19—20,  and  29,  nn. 

29.  o[o-ot :  01  ca.  Cf.  1.  27  where  the  papyrus  has  01  for  oo-ot. 
oi;rot  TTOPTore  :  Traprore  ovtol  ca. 

Sc:  om.  ca;  h\xi  sedUlP. 

bo^as  :  1.  6o|t/s.  bo^ris  tlpos  ca  with  IP  (dig72iiate  quadani) ;  omits  quada77i 


30< 

31' 

32. 


Cf. 


1.  41,  n. 

33.  ep  aWrj/XoLs  I  add  exovTes  irepl  npioTeicap  ca,  which  edd.  emend  by  inserting  after 
e;(o^T€9  from  hahe7ii  mter  se  ae77mlatio7ie77i  de  prmcipatu  and  \P  de  principaiu  cerianiur . 


35.  eKadapicrapl  eKaddprjcrav  C?l. 

37.  avTiDPi  solJJJ(eonim);  om  ca. 

e7TLaTpa(j)n  :  emarpefT]  ca  ;  redierit  ULr.  In  classical  authors  the  passive  was  used  in  this 
sense ;  but  cf.  Matt.  xii.  44  imaTpe^o}  els  top  oIk6p  pov. 

38.  eKKoWi]drj(r€Tai  i  eVjSXjj^jjo-crai  awo  ca ;  expelletu7’  L'L^.  eKKoWap  is  not  attested,  but 
seems  not  unlikely  here;  cf.  1.  47  rot?  ayiot?  pr)  Ko\Xoipepoi,  /3  and  k  are  often  very  similar 
in  cursive  hands  from  the  second  century  onwards. 

^O— I.  TCtiP  TTJpOVPTCDP  TQS  €PToXaS  TOV  K^optO^O  KOI  TQS  ePToXaS  del  TU>P  TQS  ePT,  TOV  K^Vp^ 

(pvXco-aoPTcop'  ep  Ta7s  cVroXaij  be  ca  with  U ;  {pita  e7ii77i)  eo7'U77i  qui  custodiiuit  tiiandata  do7ni7n 
ill  77ia7idatis  co7isisiit  L^.  kqi  may  be  a  mistake  for  Kara,  but  ep  rots  be  toiovtois  occuis 
in  1.  43. 
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41.  :  d6^r]s  tlvos  ca  with  L'L^. 

42.  TaTTivo^p^o^crvvijs  I  Ta7r€ivo(ppou^(T€cds  ca  j  huiUllitCttCDl  CIUWKIB  j  CLiWlll  huiillL  L'**. 
rane Lvo(jipoa-vpT}  occurs  Several  times  in  the  N.  T.  and  i  Clem,  and  in  the  Shephei'd  twice, 
Vis,  iii,  10.  6,  Sim.  v.  3.  7  ;  but  for  Tarreivoippuvijais  Stephanas  only  quotes  Tertullian.  1599 
is  likely  to  be  right. 

43.  €v  Tois  fie  Toiouroisr :  iv  Toils  toiovtois  ovv  ca.  L'  has  for  11.  42—3  pcitienticLiu  .  .  . 
vitam  homines  conseqnentur, 

44.  fie  TOLS  8L)(oaTaTois  !  eV  rols  fitp^oardrotj  fie  ca.  €v  fie  haS  been  corrected.  di)(0(TTdTais  edd. 

45»  T<ov  fie  CTTtSeScoKOToyy  :  01  fie  eTreficofio/cdre?  ca,  rightly. 

7]pt<Tv  )^<ji>pas  rfpLiav  ^rjpas  I  ijp.,  pev  ;^X,  jJ/u.  fie  ^rip,  ca ;  L^L“  invert  viridc  and  avidum, 

46.  Tais  TTpaypanais  avToypl  iv  rals  izpaypaT^iais  ca  j  negotidtwnibus  {involuti^ 

47.  Tois  ayioLs  prj  KoWoypcvoi :  pf)  koW,  tols  dy,  ca. 

48.  Kai  TO  Tjpi(Tv  QTreSnvev  I  to  fie  rjpiirv  v€Kp6v  eVrt  ca  j  dimidiiim  movtuiim  est\.}  ]  dimidide 
morhiae  siini  L*. 

49.  TIjUV  ^VToktiiV  pov:  pov  T(bv  ivT,  ca, 

50.  ovv  :  your  ca  ;  UU  om,  oaoi  your  peTevorjaav. 

52.  fita  ras  irpaypa^Tias  y](ip  •  ydp  t,  irpayp.  ca. 

54,  [a]uror '  Hilgenfeld^s  conjecture  for  the  meaningless  XoiTro'r  of  ca  is  confirmed  ;  cf. 
e/  cum  ahnegavemint  L\  eumqiie  ahneg, 

56.  our :  om.  ca  ;  adhiic  et  his  est  regressus  qiii  si  cito  ,  .  .  ;  quihns  adhuc  per  celerem 

poenitentiam  regressio  est  L^. 


1600.  Treatise  on  the  Passion. 

2  2*5  X  7*8  cm.  Fifth  century. 

This  and  the  next  three  fragments  (1601-3)  all  come  from  works  which 
do  not  seem  to  be  extant,  though  in  the  absence  of  an  adequate  patristic  lexicon, 
except  for  the  Apostolic  Fathers  and  Apologists,  this  is  not  quite  certain. 
None  of  them  is  likely  to  have  been  composed  before  the  third  or  fourth 
century.  1600,  which  is  most  of  a  leaf  from  a  papyrus  codex,  contains  part 
of  a  treatise  on  the  Passion  as  foreshadowed  in  the  Old  Testament  by 
various  types  such  as  Abel,  Joseph,  and  Moses,  and  being  therefore  at  once 
both  old  and  new ;  illustrations  from  Deuteronomy  and  the  Psalms  are 
quoted.  The  vei'so  clearly  follows  the  recto,  with  an  interval  of  perhaps  not 
more  than  a  single  line  at  the  top.  The  script  is  a  good-sized  round  uncial 
of  a  formal  type.  The  mound  in  which  1600  was  found  produced  mainly 
fifth-century  documents,  and  that  century  rather  than  the  sixth  is  likely  to 
be  the  date  of  the  papyrus.  The  customary  contractions  for  ^eo'?,  Kvpios,  and 
XpidTo^  occur.  Pauses  are  indicated  sometimes  by  high  stops  or  blank  spaces, 
but  the  employment  of  them  is  irregular.  There  are  a  few  marginal  corrections 
in  a  similar  but  not  identical  hand.  On  both  sides  of  the  papyrus  the  surface  is 
much  damaged  in  places.  The  restorations  are  largely  due  to  Dr,  Bartlet,  who 
suggests  that  1600  may  come  from  Hippolytus,  Upbs  'lovbaCovs. 
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Recto. 

♦  •  ♦  ♦  ♦ 

[ . xlWP'  »’■['  • 

[ . ]  •  [•] 

[.  .  .  .  €]k  fxaKpov  TTpOa 

[ . ]  ovTCO  Sr]  Kai  to 

\tov  kv  Tr\a6os  €/c  paKpov 

[ . ]g)0€Z/  Sia  S€  TV 

[ttov  Sr]\co  ?]0€r  arjpepov 
[ei'  rjptv  ?]  TvyyavEL  rere 
[XEL(op€]v[oy  .]a 

[ . ]ay  Kaivo[p  to]  ttcl 

[Xa^oj^]  }/opi^o[pEvo]v 
[e<ttl  y]ap  KaLyo[v  Kai  7r]a 

[Xaioj^  to]  tov  /cu  pv(TTr][ 

[pioi^  'jr]aXaioi^  pEV  /ca[ 

[ra  t6\v  vopov  Kaivov  [ 

[Se  KaT]a  TTfv  XOLpiv  aXX*  Ea[v 
[anol3]XEyln]^  el^  Toy 
[KaLi^]oi^  oyf/r]  Sia  Tr]s  dy 
[^ocre  ?]m  tolvvv  el  ^ov  €a[ 

[X€£  to]  70t>  leu  pVaTrjpLO  [ 
[yyco]yar  aTro^XErlrov  S[t]? 
fei?  To]i'  A8eX*  tov  St  aSEX 

[(pov  (piloVEVOpEVOy  Et9 
[tov  TOl'  OpOLCO? 

[ . ]  •  •  O^OpEVOV 

[ei?  To]v  Icoaijcp*  tov  o 
[/ioijco?  TJ'/TT/pacTAro^e 
[vov]  Et9  TOV  McovaEa 
[tov]  opotm^  ektlOe^pevov 

Fr. 

] 

6o  ] 


Verso. 

«  •  •  •  • 

30  T[o]i^  opoL\a:>s  ...  *  pE 
vov  €iy  TOii;?  aXXov^ 

«  •  L 

TOi>?  opotco^  [KaKC09  na 
(T)(^ovTE9  a7ro/3[XE\lrov  Se 
Kai  Eli  TOV  EV  [Haaia  coy 
35  rrpo^aTOv  acfl^ayOEVTa 

TOV  7raTa^av[Ta . 

Kai  acoaavTa  [ttoXXoi;?  ? 

TTcpt  TOV  a[ip]aTOi  [ . 

Sia  TT[po](l>r]TiK7]f  [ypa((>r]i  ? 

40  t[o  tov]  kv  pv(rTr][piov 

.  .  0  .  •  .  pEvov  0  [pEv  yap 
Mcovar]i  7rpO€[07/Tet»o’€ 

Kai  O\lrE(T0E  TT]V  [^COT]y  V 
pcov  KpEpapEv[7]v  Eprrpo 
45  aOEV  Tcov  o(pdaX[pcov  v 
poav  vvKTOi  Kai  [rjpEpai 
Kai  OV  7ri(rTEV<T7]T[E  Eli  TT]V 

^corjv  vpcov  0  [^e  AavEiS 
E\i\nEv  iva  ti  EcbovalEiv  eOvv  Kai 
50  Xaol  EpEXETTja‘a[v  KEva 
napEaTvaav  01  Ba^aiXEii 
TT]i  yrji  Kai  01  (^[p'^^^ovTEi 
aw'^yOrfcrav  E[m  to  av 
TO  KaTa  TOV  KV  Ka[i  KaTa  tov 

55  Xv  avTov  OV  .  .  fi . 

€  .  y  coy  apviov  [eiy  (T(f)ayr}v 

ayopEvov  joy  [ . 

EXoyiaavTO  •  .  .  [ . 

recto. 
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‘  Thus  the  Passion  of  the  Lord  which  was  (foreknown)  for  a  long  time  and  revealed  by 
a  pattern,  to-day  finds  itself  fulfilled  in  us  .  .  .  new  which  was  thought  old.  For  the  mystery  of 
the  Lord  is  new  and  old,  old  in  respect  of  the  law,  but  new  in  respect  of  grace.  But  if  thou 
wilt  consider  the  pattern,  thou  wilt  see  that  it  is  new  by  the  giving  (?)  of  God.  If  then  thou 
wishest  to  know  the  mystery  of  the  Lord,  consider  Abel  who  was  killed  through  his  brother ; 
.  .  .  who  was  likewise  .  . . ;  Joseph  who  was  likewise  sold;  Moses  who  was  likewise  exposed ; 
. . .  who  was  likewise  .  .  . ;  the  others  who  likewise  suffered  evil  things.  And  consider  also 
him  who  in  Isaiah  was  slain  as  a  sheep,  who  (was  ?)  struck  .  .  .  and  saved  (many).  Concern¬ 
ing  the  blood  .  .  .  the  mystery  of  the  Lord  is  (revealed)  through  prophetic  writing.  For  Moses 
prophesied  “  And  ye  shall  see  your  life  hanging  before  your  eyes  night  and  day,  and  ye 
shall  have  no  assurance  of  your  life  And  David  said  “  Why  did  the  nations  rage  and 
the  peoples  imagine  vain  things  ?  The  kings  of  the  earth  set  themselves  and  the  rulers 
took  counsel  together  against  the  Lord  and  against  his  anointed  Whom  .  .  .  they 
considered  as  a  lamb  led  to  the  slaughter  .  . 

8-9.  T€T€\€t<ofi€vov  01’  TiTeXecTiievov  would  be  expected,  but  hardly  fills  up  1.  9,  which 
is  shorter  than  the  rest  and  perhaps  ends  a  sentence. 

1 7.  rov  TVTTou :  the  reading  is  very  doubtful  ;  but  neither  naXaiov  nor  to  TtaXaLov  is  satis¬ 
factory,  and  cf.  1.  6.  It  is  not  quite  certain  that  a  fragment  containing  the  supposed 
o  of  Tvnop,  V  in  1.  18,  and  the  top  of  the  v  of  l3ov  and  €a[  in  1.  19  is  rightly  placed  here. 

19.  The  marginal  note  apparently  corrects  €t  ^ovXet  to  €ap  (^ovXr],  Xrj  may  have  been 
written  in  the  margin  below  cav  or  at  the  beginning  of  1.  20,  or  possibly  cav  |  [Pov]|X[t| 
should  be  restored  at  the  ends  of  11.  19-21.  5[  is,  however,  preferable  in  1.  21 ;  cf.  n. 

21.  There  is  a  space  between  arro/SXcyl/op  and  5[,  which  perhaps  belongs  to  a  marginal 
addition  beginning  in  1.  19;  cf.  n.  6[€  is  not  wanted,  aTro/SXeyj/^op  being  the  apodosis  of  et 
l3ov[X€t  (but  cf.  1.  33,  where  there  is  room  for  Se);  and  6[t|  is  more  likely. 

22.  The  readings  after  A/ScX  are  very  uncertain,  but  top  vtto  tov  |  [Katz/  (/)]op€vofjiepop  does 

not  suit  the  vestiges.  _ _ 

24—5*  Icrjaatc  top  ojjlolcos  [wtto  (r(pa^op.€POP  is  unsuitable,  though  o^oficpop  does 

not  suggest  an  appropriate  word. 

32—3.  7ro]or;(Oi/r€9 :  cf.  1599.  5> 

34—5.  Cf.  Isa.  liii.  7  irpo^aTop  eVt  (T(l)ayr}v  and  11.  5^“7* 

36.  TTQTa^ap^Ta  :  TTOTaxO^PTa  would  be  expected. 

43-8.  A  loose  quotation  of  Deut.  xxviii.  66  mt  eo-rat  z)  o-ov  Kpepapevr]  dnepaPTL 
Toop  6(pSaXp6i)v  aoVy  /cat  (po^rjd^crrj  r^pipas  Kat  pvktos,  /cat  ou  Tna’TevaeLS  ti]  <tov, 

49-55  =  Psalm  ii.  i. 

56—8.  Cf.  Psalm  xliii.  22  eXoytaOrjpep  o)?  Trpo^aTa  (r^ayrjs  and  11,  34”5> 

59-60.  This  unplaced  fragment,  being  blank  on  the  verso,  presumably  came  near  the 
ends  of  lines  ;  but  at  the  ends  of  11.  13-15  there  is  apparently  nothing  lost.  It  is  not  clear 
which  way  up  it  is  to  be  read. 


1601.  Homily  on  Spiritual  Warfare. 

12*7  X  10*2  cm.  Late  fourth  or  fifth  century. 

The  lower  part  of  a  leaf  of  a  papyrus  codex  containing  a  homily  of  some 
kind  on  the  warfare  of  the  soul,  largely  concerned  with  Joel  i.  6  (11.  a  sqq.)  and  8 
(11.  23-8),  but  also  referring  to  Hosea  iii.  3  (11.  29-30)  and  perhaps  the  Pentateuch 
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(1.  32).  For  much  of  the  reconstruction  vve  are  indebted  to  Dr.  Bartlet.  The 
script  is  a  medium-sized  semiuncial  of  the  late  fourth  or  fifth  century,  with 
occasional  high  stops  and  the  usual  contractions  of  6e6s  and  probably  Kvpios,  but 
not  of  vtos.  Abbreviations  are  found  on  the  recto,  which  probably  followed 
the  verso,  and  these  perhaps  occurred  at  the  ends  of  lines  of  the  verso  also. 
Brown  ink  was  employed. 


Verso. 

[ . . 

Tov  vov  [on  ^Ovos  ave^Tj 

eiTL  Trjj/  yrjv  TOV  [1^  lor^ypov  yrj 

yap  (prjcrij/  at  yj/v)([ai  rcoy  ayta^v 

5  Kat  7j  TOV  Vio[v  T7}s  an(i^\^L{as)  ? 

eOvos  €^ov(Ti(jt)]/  t[ou  Koapov  tov 

TOV  Kai  7rp€vpaTtK[7]  eo-TLv  rjptp 
7]  TTaXrj  Kat  ava^aiv^[L  avTo  ?  f-cr^v 
pop  Tvy^avop  Ka\L  avev  apt 

10  Opcdv  OOP  Tj  TeTap[Trj . 

KaTa  TOVTO  yap  X€X[€KTai  ccpa 
ptOpriTOP  TOVTOV  [^6  TOV  e6pov9 
[of]  oSoPT€9  X€OrT[oy  OTt  O  aPTl 
[^ij/coy  vpoop  5taj8oA[oy  TreptnaTet 
15  KaTairieip  [ . 

Recto. 

]f"“‘  •  [ . 

]TTvpop  at 

]  K€pavprj(rT]  piirri 

'\p  avTCOP  aiToXXvai 

2C  ]pop  TTepiTiOrjatp  S€ 

]  onep  SrjXovTat  ep 

]t7]^  //6rf4[[u]]  TavTa 

6prj]pr]0‘0P  TTpo9  pe 


1601. 
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(raK]Koi'  €7n  rov  avSpa  avijris) 

25  A]€y€i  r}v  Oprjj/ei  em 

T0\v^  SlKaiOVS  TOVS  TT} 

]  Tco  6(0  Bprivuv  Se 
o]ti  €yrj<rT€V(r(ai^)  kul  edprjv^vdd 

]i/  eXeyieu)  flcrrje  yvj^aLK(t)  iropiyevovirrf) 
30  ort  Kad-qcrr}]  en  epLoi  kul  ov  prj  Tropv{(ev<rris) 

]  .  £o[.  .  .]  •  pOLK^  )  on  TTpCOTipu) 

]  .  eypay^r^v  M(ovaT}9  on  eav 

€\ttl6vp(  )  rriv  €6i'(ovs‘)  €KKXrj(rid 
t]ovt{  )  ai^n  tov  prj  co?  €6i^lk{  ) 


2-15.  ‘  .  because  ''  a  nation  is  come  up  on  the  land  of  the  Lord  in  strength  By 

“  land ''  he  means  the  souls  of  the  holy,  and  the  soul  of  the  son  of  destruction  by  the  nation 
of  the  powers  of  this  world ;  and  our  wrestling  is  spiritual.  And  it  “  is  come  up  being  strong 
and  without  numbers of  which  the  fourth  .  .  . ;  for  on  this  account  it  has  been  called 
numberless.  Of  this  nation  “  the  teeth  are  those  of  a  lion  ”  because  your  adversary 
the  Devil  walketh  about  seeking  to  devour  .  . 


I.  ](0fAe[v:  the  first  and  third  letters  might  be  o, 
2—3.  Cf.  Joel  i.  6  OTl  Wv09  due^TJ  €7Tl  TTJV 
avTov  6d6i/T€s  Xcoi/roff,  xal  al  fMvXat  avTov  (tkv^xuov, 

6.  ff  of  €6vos  has  been  corrected. 


and  the  same  applies  to  ](ofi€v  in  1.  2. 

p-ov  Icrxvpov  KOI  duapidfJLTjTOVj  oi  obovTes 


7—8,  Cf.  Eph,  vi.  1 2  OTl  OVK  €(TTIV  ^fXLV  TToXi;  TTpOff  ai/iO  KOI  (TapKOj  ClWo.  .  .  ,  TTpOff  TO.  77V€V- 


fJLUTlKa  TT)S  TTOVrjpiaS. 


I3~I5*  ^  Peter  V.  8  6  avriSiKOs  i>fjid)V  Sta/3oXos,  d)s  Xeiov  dipvopevoSj  7r€pL7raT€l  ^rjTciyv  rlva 

KaraTTirf. 

18.  K€pavurj(Tr]  !  Kepavpnvv  is  knOWn,  but  apparently  not  Kcpaweiv, 

23—4,  Cf.  Joel  i.  8  6pY]Vr)(TOV  TTpOS  p€  VTT€p  VVp(f>TlV  7T€pL€^(D(Tp4vriV  (TOKKOV  €7r\  TOP  llvbpQ  aVT^S  TOP 

TrapOcpiKop,  There  is  not  room  here  for  Trepie^wo-peprjPj  unless  it  was  contracted,  and  certainly 
not  for  vTrep  pvpcfirjp  as  well,  so  that  the  quotation  was  probably  not  verbal ;  cf.  11.  2-3  and 


29-30,  nn. 

29-30.  Cf.  Hos.  iii.  3 

TToppevirps  .  ,  . 


KOI  etna  TTpos  avrrjPj  *Hpepai  ttoXXos  KaO^arj  en*  epoiy  koI  ov  pr} 


1602.  Homily  to  Monks. 

12-5  X  10*8  cm.  Late  fourth  or  fifth  century. 

A  leaf  of  a  vellum  codex  containing  apparently  the  beginning  of  a  sec¬ 
tion  of  a  homily  to  ascetics  on  the  spiritual  warfare  as  illustrated  by  the 
history  of  Israel.  The  vellum  is  stained  and  shrivelled  in  places,  rendering 
the  decipherment  sometimes  difficult,  especially  on  the  verso  (the  flesh-side  ?), 
where  the  ink  is  fainter;  and  we  are  indebted  to  suggestions  of  Dr.  Bartlet 
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for  several  readings.  The  script  is  a  good-sized  uncial  of  the  early  biblical  type, 
not  quite  as  old  as  406  (Part  iii,  Plate  i)  or  849  (Part  vi,  Plate  i),  but  pro¬ 
bably  of  the  late  fourth  century  rather  than  the  fifth.  O  is  written  small  and 
the  middle  of  (j)  is  slurred,  as  in  1597  (Plate  i).  Stops  are  freely  employed, 
these  being  generally  in  the  middle  position,  but  double  dots  and  a  mark  like  an 
apostrophe  are  also  used.  A  breathing  is  inserted  in  1.  4.  ^eos*,  'hjarovsy  ^lo-pa'qk, 
KvpLoSj  'TTvevfjLay  and  Xpiaros  are  contracted.  Some  remarkable  expressions  occur 
in  11.  32-7. 


Recto. 

(TTparicdTaL  Xu.  aKOvaar^  no 
aaKLS  €K  )(eLpo9  avop(ov  0 
6?  eppvaaTO  tov  IijX*  Kai  pe 
^pi  ov  Ta  Trpo?  TOi/  ^  err) 

5  povcrav  ovk  aneaTrj  an  avrw : 
e/c  \€ipo9  yap  ^apaco  eaco 
aev  av70v  ovros  avopov^ 

Kai  fly  j3ao-iX€0t)[y  ayoaiore 
poV‘  KaL  ASap\  r]cop  aXXo 

10  (pvXcoi/*  KttL  enei  ra  npos  &v 
errjpovaai/-  eri  eScoKep 
avTois  eK  Kapnov  Tr)9 
oy  enayyeiXapevos  yrjv 
Xauauaicop-  KaL  vnera^e 
15  auTOiy  rouy  aXAo^uXouy. 

Kai  per  avja  ocra  ev  tt]  e 
pTjpco  KaL  TT]  auvSpct)  [[/cat]] 
napeax^y  :  tovtol9 

npO(f)r)Ta9  e^€nepy}r€P^ 

20  KrjpvaaeLi/  tov  rjpTo 


Verso. 

Xv  Iv  0LTLV€S  Kara  ra^Lv 
KaL  KXrjpov  {Kai)  pepiapov  Xa 

_  K 

^ovT€^  nva  Xpv  KaXonadov 
res*  vno  tov  Xaov  avrjp^drj 
25  crav*  avrjpedrjaav*  anoaja 
rey  nvo^  ^covto9  KaTa 
Tas  \av]ppLas  avTcov  €<j 

(f>aXr)[aav]  tyj^  KXrjpovopi 
ay.  Tr)9  aicoviov*  Kai  vyv  a 

30  5eX^[oi]  peivaTe  vLKr)TaL* 
peLy[a]T€  eooy  av  vnopeivd 
rey  ff[v^pcopev  ttjv  npoaeXev 
(TLv  TTjv  npos  llv*  Kai  crvp 
(j>VT0v  KaL  onXov  ^vSo 
35  Kia^  Xa^(opev  Xv  Iv*  avTo 
vnep  rjpoiv  (pvvTa  eavTO 
yrjL  [[/cai]]  ourcoy  ojy  eaTiv* 

KaL  napaXa^eTe  tov  Xoyov 
OTL  nva  Svvapems  en  e 

40  O’Hara)  tcov  Kaipcov  .... 


^  Soldiers  of  Christ,  hear  how  often  God  delivered  Israel  from  the  hand  of  the  lawless, 
and  while  they  kept  the  things  pertaining  to  the  Lord  He  did  not  withdraw  from  them — for 
He  saved  Israel  from  the  hand  of  Pharaoh  the  lawless,  and  from  Og,  a  more  unholy  king, 
and  from  Arad  with  the  men  of  other  nations,  and  when  they  kept  the  things  pertaining 
to  God  He  still  gave  to  them  from  the  fruit  of  strength,  having  promised  to  them  the 
land  of  Canaan,  and  He  subjected  to  them  the  men  of  other  nations — and  again  how 
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He  supplied  them  in  the  desert  and  waterless  place,  and  in  addition  He  sent  forth  prophets 
to  herald  our  Lord  Christ  Jesus,  men  who  receiving  in  order  and  lot  and  due  portion 
the  spirit  of  Christ  and  suffering  ills  from  the  people  were  put  to  death.  They  were 
destroyed  because  they  departed  from  the  living  Spirit  after  their  own  lawlessness ;  they  lost 
the  eternal  inheritance.  And  now,  brethren,  remain  conquerors.  Remain  until  having 
endured  we  attain  the  approach  unto  the  Lord,  and  receive  as  innate  and  a  shield 
of  well-pleasing  Christ  Jesus,  Him  who  planted  Himself  for  our  sakes  on  earth  so  as  He  is ; 
and  accept  the  word,  because  a  spirit  of  power  in  the  last  time  .  . 

4.  €Ti]pov(Tav  :  this  form  of  the  imperfect  was  introduced  in  the  second  century  b.  c.  ;  cf. 
IMayser,  Graminatik  d,  griech.  Pap.  aus  d.  Ptolemderzeity  p.  323. 

9.  ASap  fi€T[a  t]o)v  aXKocjyvXcav :  *AMp  is  a  Jewish  month,  not  a  proper  name,  and  seems 
to  be  corrupt,  probably  for  *ApdS  the  Canaanite  (Numb.  xxi.  1-3). 

1 2.  Kaprrov  ti]s  'l(txvos  :  a  phrase  apparently  meaning  ‘  spoil 

17.  KQL  has  dots  above  it ;  cf.  1.  37. 

23.  The  correction  (if  the  supposed  vestige  of  k  above  the  line  is  really  ink)  may  be  by 
the  first  hand. 

25.  avr]p€Sr](Tav  :  the  subject  reverts  to  gutols  in  1.  15,  i.  e.  the  Jews. 

32—5.  We  have  not  been  able  to  find  a  parallel  for  the  expressions  in  these  lines. 

36.  (fivvTa  is  used  transitively,  as  if  it  were  (fyva-avTa,  The  traces  suit  (f>  very  well. 
Cf.  €(j>v  for  €(j)va€  in  two  British  Museum  Greek  inscriptions,  nos.  1004  and  1074,  discussed 
by  J.  A.  R.  Munro  in  Class.  Rev.  1917*  142* 

37.  yr]i\  the  dots  above  kgl  indicating  deletion  are  clear,  but  the  scribe  does  not  seem 
to  have  also  placed  dots  over  yrji.  He  (or  the  preacher)  apparently  meant  ev  ytji.  ^ 
cannot  be  read  instead.  For  yrj  as  equivalent  to  human  nature  Bartlet  compares  Barn.  vi.  9 

avOpaynos  yap  yrj  eariv  irdaxovaG. 

38.  \oyov:  i.  e.  the  preacher's  discourse  probably,  rather  than  the  Gospel. 

1603.  Homily  concerning  Women. 

* 

2 1 -I  X  13-3  cm.  Fifth  or  sixth  century. 

The  upper  part  of  a  column  of  a  roll  written  in  a  large  sloping  uncial  hand 
of  the  fifth  or  sixth  century  with  light  brown  ink.  The  subject  is  a  diatribe, 
addressed  probably  to  ascetics,  against  the  female  sex,  through  whom  the  Evil 
One  is  wont  to  exert  his  wiles.  Examples  from  the  Bible  are  cited  in  11.  i-ii, 
a  passage  which  seems  to  be  modelled  on  Hebr.  xi ;  the  rest  consists  of  a  more 
general  condemnation.  A  contraction  ay(y€)\ovs  and  stops  in  the  high  and  (more 
commonly)  middle  position  occur.  403  {Apocalypse  of  Bai'nch\  Part  in,  Plate  i ; 
fifth  century)  is  a  somewhat  earlier  specimen  of  this  type  of  uncial,  of  which  sixth- 
century  specimens  in  smaller  hands  occur  in  P.  Cairo  Maspero  67097  verso 
(i.  Plates  xxviii-ix)  and  67377  verso  (ii.  Plates  xix-xx). 

[.  .  .  yvvaiK  ?]a  rov  Ovpiov  5e[ 

[ . ]  .  •  Sia  yvuaiKO?  to[j/  (Tocpcoraroi^ 

[X o]X[d\fia>ya  npo?  Trapa^aa-iy  [rraprjyaye  ? 
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Sia  yvvaiKOS  rov  av8pi(»)r\aT0v 
5  ivpT](ras  €TV<f>\co(r€'  Sta  y[vi^aiK09  Tovs 
vLovs  HX€l  tov  lepecos  €Sa<p[i(ra9  €Krav€  ? 

Sia  yvvaiKO?  top  ovpavop  [ . . 

eSico^e*  Sia  yvvaiKO^  to[p . 

laxTTjcl)  €P  (f>v\(aiI)T]  S^(Tpev(Ta\s . 

lo  Sia  yvvaiKOS  top  TraproTr[ . 

IcoappTjp  a7r€T€p€P»  tl  5[€  vpip  epco 

Sia  yvpaiKOS  rov9  ayXov^  [ . Ka 

rejSaXe*  Sia  yvpaiKO?  7rapTa[^ . 

iraPTa^  <pop€V€i*  naPTas  a7[ipa^€L  ? 

15  yvprj  yap  apaiSrjS  ovS^POS  0€[i5e7a4  ? 

ov  AeviTTjp  ripa*  ovk  lepea  o\y . 

ov  Trpo(j)T]TT]p  aiSeiTai*  7r[aPT(op . 

KaKicTTOP  yvpTj  TTOPrjpa  [7r]aPT[cop . 

€ap  Se  Kai  ttXovtop  ttj  TTOp\r}pia  avTr}^ 

20  [av^p^pyovpra*  Siaaop  to  KaKo\p . 

[.]to^co  .  [.]  .  aOepanevTOP  [ . 


‘ .  the  wife  of  Uriah  . .  . ;  by  a  woman  he  turned  aside  the  most  wise  Solomon  (?)  to 
transgression  ;  by  a  woman  he  shaved  and  blinded  the  most  brave  Samson ;  by  a  woman  he 
dashed  to  the  ground  and  (slew)  the  sons  of  Eli  the  priest ;  by  a  woman  he  .  .  .  and  perse¬ 
cuted  heaven ;  by  a  woman  he  bound  the  most  .  .  .  Joseph  in  prison  and  .  .  . ;  by  a  woman 
he  cut  off  the  head  of  the  all  .  .  .  John.  What  shall  I  say  to  you?  By  a  woman  he  .  .  . 
cast  forth  the  angels ;  by  a  woman  he  .  .  .  all,  he  slays  all,  he  dishonours  all.  For 
a  shameless  woman  spares  none  .  .  .,  honours  not  a  Levite,  reverences  not  a  priest, 
not  a  .  .  not  a  prophet.  A  wicked  woman  is  the  worst  of  all  (ills  ?),  the  ...  of  all ;  and 
if  she  also  have  wealth  as  her  ally  in  wickedness,  the  evil  is  double  .  .  .' 

7.  There  is  hardly  room  for  more  than  a  participle  at  the  end  of  the  line.  Gen.  vi. 
I  sqq.  seems  to  be  referred  to ;  cf.  1.  1 2  and  II  Peter  ii.  4. 

10.  7ravT07T[:  or  7ravToy[,  iravTOTrlaSt]  by  itself  IS  too  short,  but  another  word  may  have 
fo  owed. 

1  2.  Possibly  [oTT  ovpavov  Ka[rej3aXe  :  cf.  1.  7) 

14.  aT\tfjLa(€L  is  rather  short  and  ar[t/L*ovs  Tiotet  can  be  read  ;  cf.  1.  15, 

15.  ^qiSerat :  Or  <f)€\^Lbofji€VT)  .... 

16.  o[i»  irpecr^vTcpov  and  o^vk  anoaToKov  are  rather  long,  but  o[d  IBaaiXca  is  possible. 

17.  Perhaps  n^avTOJV  KaKODV  or  ^(ocov. 

2  1.  ^  can  be  read  in  place  of  C  “ro  (oov  a0€pa7r€vTov  is  too  short,  but  it  is  not  quite 
certain  that  a  letter  is  lost  before  to. 
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1604.  Pindar,  Dithyrambs. 

Fr.  I  18  X  25*3  cm.  Late  second  century. 

•  Plate  I  (Fr.  i). 

To  the  valuable  papyri  of  Pindar  already  obtained  from  Oxyrhynchus 
(cf.  1614.  int.)  have  now  to  be  added  two  fragments  of  a  roll  containing  his 
dithyrambs,  an  important  section  of  the  poet’s  works  hitherto  represented  only 
by  the  first  18  lines  of  an  ode  for  the  Athenians  about  Semele  (Fr.  75  Schroeder) 
and  a  few  short  quotations.  Two  of  these  from  the  same  dithyramb  fortunately 
occur  in  the  papyrus,  thus  establishing  its  authorship  and  character,  while  another 
Pindaric  citation  from  an  unspecified  ode  is  also  present.  The  larger  fragment 
contains  the  middle  portion  of  two  columns,  of  which  the  first  comes  from  a  point 
near  the  conclusion  of  a  dithyramb  probably  for  the  Argives,the  second  from  the 
beginning  of  a  dithyramb  for  the  Thebans.  The  smaller  fragment  belongs 
to  a  third  ode,  possibly  for  the  Corinthians,  and  may  have  preceded  the  other 
two  instead  of  following  them.  According  to  the  /3tos  Utvhdpov  prefixed  to  the 
Codex  Vratislaviensis  there  were  two  books  of  his  dithyrambs,  and  the  scholiast 
on  C^/.  xiii.  25  states  that  in  the  ist  (book)  Pindar  attributed  the  discovery  of  the 
dithyramb  to  Thebes  (Fr.  71).  This  claim  is  likely  to  have  been  made  in  an  1 
ode  for  the  Thebans,  which  may  well  have  been  the  second  of  the  three  poems 
in  1604.  If  so,  all  three  odes  probably  belong  to  the  ist  book.  Little  can 
be  made  of  the  first  and  third  dithyrambs  owing  to  the  loss  of  the  beginnings  of 
lines,  but  the  first  30  lines  of  the  second  are  nearly  complete.  In  the  recon¬ 
struction  and  interpretation  of  this  difficult  papyrus  we  are  indebted  for  a  number 
of  valuable  suggestions  to  Professors  J.  B.  Bury  and  A.  E.  Housman,  Sir  John 
E.  Sandys,  Mr.  H.  Stuart  Jones,  and  Mr.  E.  Lobel. 

The  dithyramb  according  to  the  usual  view,  which  has  recently  been  disputed 
by  Professor  Ridgeway,^  was  originally  a  song  to  Dionysus,  as  the  paean  was  a 
song  to  Apollo,  but  enlarged  its  scope  in  the  time  of  Pindar’s  predecessors,  Lasus 
and  Simonides.  The  latter  wrote  dithyrambs  entitled  Eiiropa  and  Memnon,  and 
perhaps  one  on  Danac\  if  the  well-known  fragment  about  her  comes  from  | 
a  dithyramb  rather  than  from  a  Opipos.  Pindar  and  Bacchylides  belong  to 
the  middle  dithyrambic  period.  Later  dithyrambic  poets  exercised  greater 

^  Class.  Rev.  1912.  134-9,  Class.  Quart.  1912.  241-2. 
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freedom  in  their  choice  of  subjects,  and  in  Roman  times  ‘  dithyramb  ’  seems 
to  have  been  applied  to  any  lyric  poem  which  contained  a  narrative  concerning 
the  heroes  ;  cf.  Plut.  De  Miis.  lo  and  Jebb,  BacchyL  p.  39.  Concerning  the  form 
and  character  of  the  dithyramb  hardly  anything  was  known  before  the  discovery 
of  the  Bacchylides  papyrus  ;  but  in  this  the  last  seven  odes  (xiv-xx  Blass ; 
xix  and  xx  are  mere  fragments)  are  generally  regarded  as  dithyrambs,  though 
this  classification  of  them  is  not  altogether  free  from  doubt,  for,  while  xvi  is 
called  a  dithyramb  by  Servius  (c.  400  A.  D.)  and  in  1091,  it  is  in  fact  a  paean  to 
Apollo,  and  xix  might  be  a  vixivaios.  The  titles  of  these  odes  are  'AvTrjvopCbai  ?/ 

['HpaKA?/?],  ?)  0Tj(r€V9,  QrjcrevSy  ’ho  (’A^?jr'ato69),’^I6aj  (AaKebai- 

/jiortbt?),  and  [Kaaadvbpa?],  Dionysus  is  introduced  only  in  xviii,  the  essential 
feature  of  these  poems  being  the  presentation  of  a  myth.  The  metre  is  in 
only  one  case  (xiv)  dactylo-epitritic,  which  is  generally  employed  in  the  epi- 
nician  odes ;  but  the  division  into  strophes,  antistrophes,  and  epodes  is  found 
in  four  out  of  the  five  well-preserved  dithyrambs,  the  fifth  having  only  strophes. 
The  introduction  of  ‘  free  verse  ’  (aTioXeXvpiiva),  not  in  strophes,  is  ascribed  some¬ 
times  to  Alelanippides,  a  younger  contemporary  of  Pindar  (so  Jebb,  op,  cit,  p.  46, 
Weir  Smyth,  Gi^eek  Melic  poets^  liii),  sometimes  to  Lasus,  or  to  Pindar  himself 
(Crusius  in  Pauly- Wissowa,  Realcnc,  v.  1214)  on  the  evidence  of  (i)  Horace, 
Odes  iv.  2. 10  sen  per  atidaces  nova  dithyrambos  v>erba  devolvit  numerisqiie  fertiir 
lege  solntis^  (2)  Pseudo-Censorinus,  c.  9  Pindari .  .  .  qui  liberos  etiani  niimeris 
modos  edidit,(^)  Fr.  75  about  Semele,  which  is  thought  to  be  in  ‘free  verse’, 
(4)  Pindar’s  reference  in  Fr.  79  to  his  predecessors’  poetry  as  axoivoriveia^  which 
has  been  supposed  to  imply  division  into  triads  as  contrasted  with  his  own  verse. 

The  new  find,  so  far  as  it  goes,  does  not  contribute  much  to  support  Horace’s 
description  of  Pindar’s  dithyrambs.  Apart  from  cryoworiveia  (II.  i)  there  are 
only  two  new  words  evapLirv^  (I.  13)  and  aKm/x7rret  (III.  12).  Dithyramb  I 
was  certainly  arranged  in  triads,  II  either  in  triads  or,  less  probably,  in  strophes, 
while  the  remains  of  III  are  not  long  enough  to  show  the  arrangement.  Hence, 
in  the  absence  of  any  definite  evidence  for  supposing  that  Fr.  75  is  in  ‘  free  verse  ’, 
that  fragment  can  quite  well  be  regarded  as  parallel  to  the  first  strophe  of  II, 
which  is  of  about  the  same  length.  Fr.  79  happens  to  occur  in  II,  and  the 
recovery  of  the  context  of  that  passage  so  important  for  the  history  of  the  dithyramb 
shows  that  Pindar  was  not  referring  to  the  distinction  between  triads  and  dirokeKv- 
pAva,  The  metre  of  II,  and  probably  of  III  also,  is  dactylo-epitritic,  that  of  I 
logaoedic,  like  Fr.  75.  There  are  some  irregularities  (cf.  II.  4-'6,  8-11, 12,  I3~i4j 
15-16,  19,  30,  nn.),  but  hardly  more  prominent  than  those  in  the  epinician  odes. 
With  regard  to  the  subjects  of  the  dithyrambs,  the  title  of  II  was  ‘  Heracles 
the  bold  or  Cerberus’,  an  episode  also  treated  by  Stesichorus  (Fr.  ii),  another 
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exploit  of  Heracles  being  treated  by  Bacchylldes  (cf,  p.  28).  I  was  appa¬ 
rently  concerned  with  the  deeds  of  an  Argive  hero,  perhaps  Perseus.  The 
subject  of  III  is  uncertain,  for  the  extant  fragment  comes  from  a  part  of  the 
dithyramb  in  which  Dionysus  was  apparently  addressed.  He  is  also  promi¬ 
nent  in  II,  and  is  referred  to  in  I,  so  that  PindaPs  dithyrambs  were  clearly 
more  of  the  nature  of  Dionysiac  odes  than  those  of  Bacchylides.  There  is  no  | 
trace  of  any  of  the  three  odes  having  taken  the  form  of  a  dialogue  such  as  j 
Bacchyl.  xvii.  On  the  whole  the  impression  created  by  the  new  find  is  that 
Pindar  as  a  dithyrambist  was  distinctly  conservative,  and  the  innovations 
introduced  in  the  fifth  century  B.c.  were  not  due  to  him.  I 

The  papyrus  was  found  in  the  mound  which  produced  1082-3,  1231,  1233-4 
&c.,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  belonged  to  that  collection  of  lyric  and 
other  texts.  The  handwriting  is  a  medium-sized,  rather  square  and  sloping 
uncial  resembling  that  of  223  (after  A.  D.  185;  Part  ii,  Plate  i)  and  the 
corrector  who  inserted  two  missing  lines  in  1234.  2,  ii  (Part  x,  Plate  iv).  That 
the  main  text  was  written  before,  not  after,  200  is  made  probable  (i)  by  the 
title  of  II,  which  is  in  a  small  cursive  hand  employing  tj-shaped  rj  and  appa¬ 
rently  different  from  that  of  the  main  text,  (2)  by  the  numerous  scholia  in 
another,  still  smaller  cursive  hand,  referring  to  questions  of  reading  or  interpre¬ 
tation.  These  marginalia,  which  are  practically  contemporary  with  the  main  text, 
are  very  similar  to  those  in  1234,  and  seem  to  belong  to  the  second  century 
rather  than  the  third.  The  main  text  was  originally  corrupt  in  not  a  few 
passages,  especially  in  III,  and  has  been  subjected  to  considerable  revision. 
One  of  the  correctors,  who  is  responsible  for  the  readings  above  the  line  in 
II.  27  and  III.  9  av,  is  possibly  identical  with  the  original  scribe  or  with  the 
writer  of  the  title,  but  more  probably  different.  A  second  corrector,  to  whom 
we  should  assign  all  the  other  interlinear  readings,  is  certainly  distinct  from 
the  original  scribe,  the  first  corrector,  and  the  writers  of  the  title  of  II  and 
the  scholia.  A  few  mistakes  of  spelling  have  escaped  correction ;  cf.  II.  8- 
II,  21,  nn.  An  elaborate  coronis,  similar  to  those  in  1234,  occurred  at  the 
beginning  of  II,  but  there  is  no  paragraphus  after  II.  18,  where  it  would  be 
expected.  Accents,  breathings,  and  marks  of  elision  or  quantity  are  not 
infrequent,  being  mostly  due  to  the  first  hand,  but  in  some  cases  added  by 
the  second  corrector.  The  stops  (high  points,  except  two  in  the  middle 
position  in  I.  10  (?)  and  II.  14)  seem  to  be  all  due  to  the  first  hand,  like  the 
occasional  diaereses. 

1.  Only  the  upper  part  of  the  column  is  of  any  value,  but  the  slight 
traces  of  11.  25-38  are  sufficient  to  show  that  they  correspond  to  11.  11-24; 
cf.  the  reference  to  the  antistrophe  in  1.  20  schol.  Lines  i-io  evidently  belong 


30 


THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI 


to  the  penultimate  epode,  which  may  have  begun  several  lines  earlier.  The 
concluding  epode  is  lost.  To  judge  by  the  length  of  lines  in  II,  not  more 
than  10  letters  (i.  e.  4  syllables)  would  be  expected  to  be  lost  before  11.  7-12, 
and  2  more  letters  before  11.  2-6  and  13-17.  A  shorter  lacuna  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  (4  letters)  would  suit  1.  15,  but  in  1.  14  one  or  two  words  seem  to  be 
lost  before  That  the  poem  was  for  the  Argives  is  indicated  by  the 

references  in  11.  6—7  to  the  building  of  a  city  (Tiryns  or  Mycenae  ?)  by  Cy¬ 
clopes  in  Argive  territory,  and  in  1.  9  to  the  house  of  Abas.  The  mention 
of  the  Gorgons  in  1.  5  suggests  that  Perseus  was  the  subject,  and  possible 
mentions  of  Danae  and  Acrisius  or  Proetus  occur  in  11.  1-3 ;  but  Phorcus  himself 
(1.  5),  apart  from  his  being  the  father  of  the  Gorgons  and  Graeae,  is  not  known  to 
be  specially  connected  with  the  Perseus  legends.  The  new  strophe  apparently 
introduces  a  change  of  subject.  After  a  reference  to  the  Dionysiac  gathering 
and  an  address  to  the  Muses,  in  1.  15  begins  a  narrative  of  an  adventure  of 
some  one  who  seems  to  be  newly  mentioned.  Phorcus  and  probably  the 
Gorgons  again  occur,  and  Bury  would  refer  this  passage,  not  11.  i-io,  to 
Perseus.  The  approach  of  the  end  of  the  ode  and  some  parallelisms  with 
Fr.  75  suggest  that  Dionysus  himself  might  be  meant.  Possibly  Frs.  254  and 
284  are  to  be  connected  with  this  poem;  cf.  11.  i  and  17,  nn.  The  metre  is 
logaoedic.  Some  of  the  lines  (e.  g.  strophe  i  and  3)  might  be  regarded  as 
ending  in  dochmiacs,  but  these  belong  to  tragedy  rather  than  to  lyrics. 


Strophe 

Epode 

Some  lines  lost 

pj  —  v^  —  - w  — 

1  W  W  W  W  [—  P 

]  w  w  — 

]----[ 

1  v-y  V-/ - — 

]  w  ?  w  w  -  ^  [ 

- WWW - 

j  —  W  —  [ 

—  w—  w  —  w  — 

5  1  —  w  w  —  w  [— 

]ww  —  w - ww  —  w - 

-  Pi - w  —  w  —  ww  - 

w - w  w  —  [ 

J 

1—  w—  WWW  —  w  — 

]  — 

]- w-^ 

c 

•w 

1 

c 

1 

0 

c 

1C 

]  —  w  — 
] 
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II.  This  dithyramb  for  the  Thebans  was  evidently  well  known  in  antiquity 
on  account  of  its  opening  reference  to  the  (T\oivoTiv€ia  aoihr\  and  a-av 
which  is  quoted  by  several  writers  (Fr.  79^)  and  enables  11.  1-3  to  be  re¬ 
stored.  Another  passage  a  few  lines  later  (Fr.  79^),  quoted  by  Strabo  alone, 
had  been  much  corrupted  in  the  MSS.  of  that  author ;  in  a  third  fragment 
which  occurs  (Fr.  iio8)  there  are  also  marked  differences  between  Plutarch’s 
citations  and  the  text  of  the  papyrus.  Frs.  81  and  249  also  have  some  points 
of  connexion  with  II,  but  are  probably  from  different  poems ;  cf.  1.  i,  marg., 
n.  The  ode  begins  with  a  contrast  between  the  older  and  newer  form  of 
dithyramb  in  favour  of  the  newer,  which  claims  inspiration  from  the  festival 
held  in  honour  of  Dionysus  at  Olympus  itself  (11.  1-8).  There  follows  in 
11.  8-23  a  picturesque  and  vivid  description  of  the  celestial  festival,  and  a 
characteristically  grandiloquent  reference  to  the  poet  himself,  which  leads  to 
the  subject  of  Thebes  and  the  ancestry  of  Dionysus,  whose  mother  Semele 
was  the  daughter  of  Cadmus  and  Harmonia  (II.  23-30).  The  poem  breaks 
olf  shortly  before  the  end  of  the  antistrophe,  where  Dionysus  himself  was 
apparently  being  addressed.  An  epode  probably  followed ;  cf.  p.  28.  The 
metre  is  dactylo-epitritic,  like  that  of  Fr.  74^^,  a  corrupt  quotation  from 
Pindar  found  in  Epiphanius,  which  has  been  assigned  by  Schroeder  to  the 
dithyrambs.  The  main  subject  of  the,  poem,  Cerberus,  is  not  reached. 


—  V-/  —  —  —  ww  —  wv-/ - 

—  - - WW  —  WW  — 

- - .  V^  —  [— 

5  — —  w'.-' - 

- ww  —  ww  — 

—  - —  ww  — 

—  ww - W - KJ - 

-  - VJW  — 


Strophe. 

10  —  W - KJ  —  KJ  ~  — 

- \U  — 

KJ  —  - W  — 

—  W  — 

1  ^  —  W  —  w  —  W  —  KJ  — 

—  \_/ - KJ  —  V./W  — 

—  KJ - 

—  - - - 


III.  In  this  dithyramb  about  10  letters  seem  to  be  missing  at  the  beginnings 
of  11.  5-14,  and  about  5  more  in  11.  There  is  no  metrical  correspondence 

in  11.  1-21,  and  whether  11.  22-6  correspond  to  some  of  11.  i-io  or  not  is 
uncertain.  Probably  part  of  the  fragment  belongs  to  an  epode,  unless  indeed 
this  poem  was  in  anoX^Xvixiva,  Dionysus  is  apparently  addressed  in  11.  6  sqq., 
being  invited  to  join  in  the  festival  celebrated  at  a  certain  city.  Bury  would 
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regard  this  as  Corinth  on  the  evidence  of  the  ‘  neighbouring  rock  ’  (1.  lo)  and 
some  other  indications  ;  cf.  11.  14-15,  18,  22,  nn.  The  metre  is  apparently 
dactylo-epitritic,  with  perhaps  an  admixture  of  other  rhythms.  The  scheme 
of  11.  3-19  is 


]  _  ?  v.  - 

5  ]v./^[-V./  ?]- 


o  w  — *  — 


12  ]— - 

]-. - 

] 


W  W  ^ 


5 


10 


20 


Fr.  I.  CoL  i.  Plate  i. 

^(TiToSava]^ 

]y\eyovTm\ 

']LOvavaKTa\^ 


'\y(T^TTaTepayopyoy\^ 

]/cAa)7r<i)j'*7rToXia-a  .  [ 

'\vevapy€Lpeya\(£iL  .  .  [ 
];iTOL(vyevTe<TepaTaLSopoY 
’\vTd^avTO(T 

]X6€^'*  T9vo‘€^€yL59yT9otKiiKX<i)7r€(r5ioviKrtaKov 

'\SaLpovQi)v^popta8L6oLvanTp^7reL 

^Kopv^av 

€vapTTVK€(r 

^^ereTipoio-aidaXoG'aoLSdu 

]yap€V)(^opar\€yoiiTLS€^poTOi 
ai  epKoo* 

]a(f)vyoiiTami/K€pe\ayaXpa(r 
](f)opKOio*crvyyoyoi^7raT€pCDV  Kopav 


.]ay .  oTjVTOotStoo^SipaVTwt 

,]YVOt]0’avT€(rS€T9a>o'aro\9iKi(jp.‘ 
p  *  *■  * 

ovToap.€TaY  fio’ot 


25 


]7roiiT  epoXoi^* 

]  .  Laveav 

^podpevov' 

\lov 

JXcYOCfftmpiaxoy 

] 

'[epav 


a‘n'[.]  .  ?  €avir€pto-[ 
7r^€|avTi(rTp® 
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j  ^  — 

]w  —  [w'-i] - — 

] 


- \D 

\D 


-  ;> 


]w-- 

lO  - \j  yj - 

—  wv-/  — 


[ 


15 


]-w- 

]-^-^-[ 


]  W  ?  W  VJ - 


--1^-  ? 


lO  T0V9 


15 


20 


L  \APrEI0IS.] 

]  dno  Aava[ 

]ii  XeyovTcoi^  [ 

]loii  avaKTa  [ 

]  X^L^Ojl^VOV  8  .  [ 

]v(re  iraripcC  Topy6v\(ji>v 
Xi;]/cXa)7ra)z/*  tttoXls  dp\d  oi  ? 

]z/  kv  '^Apyei  peydXcp  ,  •  [ 

]7roi  (vyivT€S  kpara  Sopov 

"[VT  'A^aVTOSy 

jXe6y.  Tovs*  clevi^ovTO  ot  KiJKXtoTTcs.  AlovvaiaKov. 

1  €u\8aip6v(£>v  ^popidSi  OoLva  TTpirrei 

2  ]  Kopv(}>av 

3  ]  Oipev  evdpTTVKe? 

4  di]^€T  eTi,  MoTaaiy  6dXo9  doiSdi^ 

5  vppi]  yap  ^vyppaL,  XiyouTi  Se  ^poTol 

6  ]a  (pvyovra  vlv  Kal  piXav  epKOS  aXpas 

7  Kovpdv  ?]  ^opKoiOy  (Tvyyovov  iraTipcoi/, 

8  ]y 

]7roy  T  epoXoy, 


€7r.  a 


,]av  .  s  "fiv  TO  01  81*  o  ou(t<os)  8to(  )  avrcp, 
a^'YV0T|0'avT€S  to(i}to)  ws  <J'oXoikio'[jlo(€) 
OVTOS  JJl€TaYp(tt<}>0VO'lv)  €15  ol. 


(TTp,  /3 


Kopav 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
M 

I 


]  .  lay  idy 


a'ir[.]  .  o(  )  Idv  tr€ptor[o‘(ws) 
-irp^oaaxOiv  ?)  €|  dvTio'Tpo(4>T]s). 


]p(op€yoy. 

—  \J\Loy 

*  ]  X€y6(p,€vov)  ctt*  cirtp-axov. 

-] 

- yj  —  - ^€pay 

D 


dpT*  )3 
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Two  lines  lost 

]  •  •  •  [ 

I'O’ 

Iff 

'  ] 

JreXeraiO’’ 

]ai/  0Kev7r«-piCT(T0  r 

]  ,  vaiaro 
\[Lav&avarov\ 

] 

]Xaicr 

Fr.  I.  Col.  ii.  Plate  i. 

0pao'[ 

T)paKXT]0'  j- 

T]Kepp€poa*  L 

0T)Paioia- 

m 

KaLTO<Ta[ 

8La7r€TT[.]a[ . 

5  KXoio‘cu€aL[ . ]i56r€(r 

6Lav^pofiLoy[,  .  .  •]Tai/ 

Kama  pad  K(x^»  ,^oi^8LO(TOVpauL8dL 

€up€yapoL(TL[,  ,'\vTr(T^pLva'LpevKaTap^^L  to-TdvTt 

parepmapp{-  ,'\aKdLpop^oLTvp.Travaiv' 

lo  ^v8eKey\a8[,  .YporaX' aiOophar^ 

8aL(n}Tro^av[.  ,]L<Tm€:VKaLa' 
ev8€.vaL8oyv^pLy8ovnoL(Trova\aL- 
pavtaiT  a\a\[,  '^a'^T€opLV€TaLvy\ravy^evL 
(TVI'kXoI^COL' 

15  ei^8*07rayKpa[,  ,’\qK^pavvo(japLTrve(£>v 

rrvpKeKLvrj^ . ]ei'vaXLOv 

€y)(ocr'aXKa€<Tcra[*]€7raXXd8o[,^aLyLd  •  •  [ 
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8 

9 

10 
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Two  lines  lost 

—  WWW - WWW - ]  •••[ 

—  ww  —  —  w  —  w  —  w]iy 

ww  —  w - ww  —  w  — 9 

- w  —  w  da7r]acrL0i)9 

] 

— ]  TeXeTULS, 

K€l^  —  i]oci'  o  K€v  ircpKraos. 

]  .  vaiaTo 
^fxav  QdvaTOV  [ 

] 

'\Xais 

] 


II.  ePAS[Ti:]  HPAEAHS  H  KEPBEPOX  eHBAIOIS. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5  5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10  lo 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15  15 

16 

17 


n[pii/  fx\v  epne  (T')(0LV0T€vud  t  doiSd 
8L6[vpdp^coy 

Kal  TO  ad[i/  KL^SaXov  di^OpdiroLcni/  dno  crropdrcou, 
SiaTri7r[T]a[i^Tai  Se  vvv  lpoc9  ?]  7TvXa[L  kv^ 


(TTp.  a 

-  Fr.  79  a 


ww  — 

kXoktl  veai'  .  eySor€9 
oiav  Bpoplov  [reXejrai/ 

Kal  TTapd  aKd[7rT]op  Alos  Ovpai/iSat 
kv  peydpoLS  l\(j{T)d]yTU  aepi/a  p\v  Kardp)(eL 
paripL  nap  p[ey]dXa  pop^OL  Tvndi^cop, 

€1/  Se  Ke)(XaS[op]  KporaX^  aWopeva  re 
Sas  vnb  ^ai/[6a]Lcn  nevKai9j 
kv  Se  NatScoi^  kpiySovnoL  aTovayal 
paviai  r  dXaX[aL]  r  opiverai  (pi)\l/av)(ei/i 
(Tvv  kXovco, 

kv  S'  0  7ray/cpa[r^]?  Kepawos  dpnvecov 
nvp  KeKLi^7j[raL  to  t]  'EvvaXiov 
eyyo^,  dXKdeacrd  [rje  naXXdSo[s]  alyh 


IottAvti  ^ 


^  Fr.  79  b 


■  Fr.  %q8 


a 


.  .r 


D  d 


I 
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fjLvpLQ>v(f>oyya^€TaLK\ayyaL(TSpaKOVTOi>v  o4>[ 
pip(j>aS*  €l<ril/dpT€pLO‘olo7r6Xo€Cr  •ot6tro\ocr 
20  evopyaLO" 

l3aK)(^€Lat<T<f)v\opX€0PTcoya[ 
oSeKT]XeiTaL)(op€vov(TaLcriKa[ 
p^i/ayeXai(r‘€pL€S*€^aip€To[ 
KapvKa<TO<l)(ji>v^Tr€(cv 
25  poicr  aviarrdcr  €XXd8LKa[?^[ 

evyop€vovPpi(TappaToi(ro[ 

a 

iv6diTo6apiioviay[^aiJ^iV^y(i[ 

KaSftoyvrfrrjl.  .  .]a^pamSfa[ 

vav\.  .]<75’a>c[ . ]p<pav 

30  *:atT€/c[’]eviSo£o[.  .  .  ,]a»'0p(B7ro[ 

8iovva[.  '.]6  .[ . -Irt-lyL 

paTi[ 

TTU  .  [ 

[' 


10 


Fr.  2. 

yaX[ 

] 

]lTOp€y(TTa(Tl(T' 

]7roSa 

X 

]KaTe[ . ]0UKVaV0^K^LT(0}/ 

]T€aPTe[»  .  ,]app€Xi^0L 
]7rXoKOP<T[.  .  .  ,]pQ)PKLacnPC0P 
]KpOTa(l)OP[  ] 

av 

e\  €  C^s]]  d 

]6Q) 

]L0PT€<TK07r€X0Py€LT0Pa7rpVTavi  ,  [ 
]afia*Kat<TTpaTta'^L<T^ 

]t  aKPap7rT€iKp€pa<T0P* 
^(rT€)^appa(T  Tao*€iri5opaTi8acr 
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1 8  fivpicoy  ^Ooyyd^eTat.  KXayyais  SpaKOPTcoy,  o<})[€«v 

I  p[pL((ia  5*  eiaip  "Aprepis  oioiroXos  olo-iroXos 

20  2  ^ai<T  ep  opyais 

3  BaK^iai9  ^vXop  XeoPTCop  d[ypoTep<op  Bpopm* 

4  6  ^6  KTjXeiTaL  yopevov(Tai(n  Ka\l  Brj- 

5  pwp  dyiXais.  epl  5*  €^atp€To[p 

6  KapvKa  <T0<f>&p  knicop 

25  7  Moi<r  dpecTTaa  'EXXdSi  >ca[X]A[ij(6/?y  ? 

8  evyopepop  ^piaappaTOis  o[X^op  re  ?  Qrj^at^, 

9  epda  TToO*  "Appopiap  [0]a//a  ya\jx^Tap 

10  KdSpLOP  vylrr}[XaT\9  7rpa7rtS€a[<n  /C€5-  ? 

II  pap*  id[io]s‘  8'  dK[ova-ep  6]p(f>dPf 

30  12  Kal  TeK  evSo^o[p  Trap]  dp6pd>7ro[is  yepedp. 

13  Ai6vvaC]0^  I-  ”•  "M-lyr”""" 

14  /jiar€:[po9  ? 

r  w  —  —  w  —  w  —  w  — 


HI.  [KOPINeiOIS  ?] 

]t'aA[ 

] 

]lto  pep  crTao*t?, 

]  TToSa 

5  ]  KaTe[ . ]op  Kvapo)(LT(OP 

]  real'  T€[XeT]ai'  peXi^oi 

]  ttXokop  a[Te(l)d]pcop  KLcraipoup  av(Tl  tov)  -irX[€KT«v? 

]  Kp6Ta(j)0P 

]e(i)P  eX6e  (ftiXap  (?)  iroXea 
10  ]lop  re  (TKOTTeXop  yeiropa  Trpvrapt  .  [ 

]apa  Kal  arpaTidy 
]  T  dKPapirrel  Kpepaaop, 

]?  re  '^dppaS  tos  ImSopaTtSas. 


apT,  a 
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]?■[•  •  •  •]f'TOcra[[p]]x^>'/>i^oiT07ra[ 
15  ]coy7r€Xor 

]\ai^7r6YOLXop(oj/[ 

]e€aT  aoiSar 
]oio0v[[X]]\oi'^[ 
]e7r€TaXoLa7]p[ 

20  ]  . 

]■ 

]TLTafiia^ 

]varToX  ,  [ 

25  ]X0ei  ■ 

]P[ 


I.  I.  Either  Aai/o[a9  (referring  to  Perseus)  or  Aai/a[oiJ  (e.g.  rpirov]  dno  A.,  referring  to 
Acrisius  or  Proetus)  or  Aava\a)v  or  else  ]a  ttoSq  v  .  [  can  be  read,  the  last  letter  being  quite 
uncertain.  Pindar  Fr.  284  from  Schol.  A  Homer  S  319  avr^  de  (Aaj/d??),  &s  ^r^aiv  ubSapo^  Ka\ 
ahXoi  TiveSj  icfiOapT]  vtto  tov  7raTpabi\cl)ov  avTrj?  UpoLTOVy  oSev  avTOis  kqi  aTatris  CKiprjdrj  might  refer 
to  this  dithyramb. 

3.  Possibly  'AKpta]iov,  The  first  letter  might  be  v  or  tt,  but  hardly  r,  so  that  Upo^rov 
(cf.  11.  6-7,  n.)  is  unsatisfactory.  Lobel  suggests  Ai'^or,  referring  either  to  Proetus  or 
lobates,  king  of  Lycia,  who  restored  Proetus. 

4.  The  doubtful  d  can  be  a  or  X.  For  Xci^opevov  cf.  Py,  xii.  9  t6v  (sc.  6p^vov)  .  .  .  d’U 
Xei^opevov  bvanevdei  avv  KapaT<p. 

5.  The  letter  before  o-e  can  be  €,  i,  <r,  u,  or  co.  For  Phorcus  (=  Phorcys),  the  father  of 
the  Gorgons,  cf.  1.  17  and  p.  30. 

6.  Bury  suggests  npoyovov  t€  Ku^XAttcijv,  Phorcus  being  grandfather  of  Polyphemus 
through  his  daughter  Thoosa. 

6-7.  The  scholium  is  obscure,  but  seems  to  refer  to  the  distinction  between  of  (=€aur«) 
and  ot  (=  avrw),  and  ol  with  or  without  an  accent  presumably  occurred  in  the  text.  Whether 
the  traces  of  a  word  following  pcyaXm  belong  to  the  text  or  a  scholium  is  uncertain  j  t[  is 
possible.  Bury  proposes  TrroXt?  ap[d  ol  \  dibprjTO  (or  TeTVKTo)  Kcivoj^v  iv  %py€i  /xeydXcoi 
The  city  in  question  was  probably  either  Tiryns,  which  was  built  by  the  Cyclopes  for 
Proetus,  as  described  in  Bacchyl.  x.  59-81,  or  Midea  or  INIycenae,  of  which  Perseus  was  the 
legendary  founder  (Pans.  ii.  15.  4),  being  assisted  by  the  Cyclopes  (Schol.  Eur.  Or,  965). 

8-9.  If  C^ivres  is  to  be  taken  literally,  t7r]7ro£  and  tKo\vT  (Stuart  Jones)  are  probable ; 
but  ipara  suggests  that  the  context  may  concern  music,  and  Bury  proposed  (popptyyi  6’  vp]voL 
^xjy€PT€S  cpara  86pov  |  a^eov  nvd  (tkioc'^vt  ^'A^avroSj  comparing  Homer  X  334  S  €(r)(0VT0  Kata 

pcyapa  o'KLoevva,  v/xji/ot  is,  however,  unsatisfactory,  for  if  the  doubtful  letter  was  v  the  middle 
stroke  ought  to  have  been  visible,  so  that  n  [kop^ttoi  ?  Bury)  or  77  or  .  t  is  preferable.  The 
‘  house  of  Abas  ’  means  the  palace  at  Argos  ;  cf.  Fy,  viii.  ^^’'A^avro^  evpvxdpovs  dyi^ids. 

10.  The  stop  after  JXcei/  is  not  quite  certain,  and  S  can  be  read  for  X.  Bury  proposes 
Tovs  8'  aap  €K^]\€€Vy  based  on  the  scholium,  in  which  tovs  is  apparently  quoted  from  the  text 
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15 


20 


]jt[.  .  .  .Ji'Toy  ^volto  7ra[ 

weXoL 

]Xav  TTOVOL  yopcov  [ 
jeey  t  doiSai, 

]oLo  ^vXov  co[ 

]€  TreraXoi?  'qp[iPoTs  ? 

]• 


25 


]pLoi/  d7r[7r 

]7t  rapLias  [ 
]i'  (rroA  .  [ 
]X6e[ 

]-[ 


and  Aiovvo-icKov  refers  to  a  different  word.  For  iKrf\\€€P  cf.  II.  22  and  the  Homeric  verse 
cited  in  11.  8-9,  n.  The  objection  to  it  is  that  Pindar  elsewhere  uses  the  contracted  forms 
in  imperfects. 

1 1- 1 3.  A  new  strophe  begins  here.  Bury  proposes  something  like  aXX’  Mpiov  €v]daiiJL6uo)y 
Ppoiitdht.  6oivq  7rp€7T€i  I  (pyoKTL  Xoyool/]  Kopvcpav  |  €7nx(opioi(ri^  Sepev.  Cf.  Nem.  ix.  8  aXX’  dva  pev 
^popiav  (fioppiyy,  dva  8  al\6v  in  avrdv  opcTopev  iTTiricov  dcdKcou  Kopv<fidv. 

^  3'“^  4*  cvdpTTv^  is  not  found  elsewhere,  but  ^kiKdpTTv^^  Kvavdpnv^,  Xmapdpnv^,  and 
occur  in  Pindar.  For  er*  (Bury,  Stuart  Jones)  cf.  0/.  vi.  105  ipc^v  S’  vpvcov  ae^’  ^vT€p7ri^ 
dvBos.  Before  it  Bury  proposes  llepo-et  vw,  in  order  to  explain  viv  in  1.  16.  Bpopic^  vw  is  also 
possible  ;  cf.  1.  17,  n. 

15.  vppL]  was  suggested  by  Bury,  who  proposes  an  epithet  of  doiSav,  e.g.  K’Xvrdv, 
before  it. 

16.  Regarding  vlv  as  Perseus,  Bury  proposes  At^vas  TreSija  (or  yvaXja)  cj^vyovra.  K^p]a 

(Stuart  Jones)  is  also  possible.  If  Dionysus,  who  according  to  Paus.  ii.  22.  i  attacked 
Argos  from  the  sea,  were  meant  (cf.  1.  17,  n.),  8eap]d  (Lobel)  would  be  suitable  ;  cf.  Eur. 
Bacch.  610  sqq.  It  is  not  clear  whether  IpKos  was  simply  omitted  by  the  first  hand  or  was 
intended  to  take  the  place  of  dXpas,  The  corresponding  line  of  the  antistrophe  hardly 
projects  as  far  as  would  be  expected  if  it  contained  equivalents  of  both  words;  but  the 
collocation  ipKos  aXpas  occurs  in  By.  ii.  80  d^anTiaTos  €ipi  (^eXXos  0)9  vnip  €,  a.,  where 

aX/zaff  is  usually  connected  with  dl3d7m<TT09,  not  ep/coy,  and  ipKog  is  thought  to  mean 

‘net’.  This  parallel  makes  us  disposed  to  retain  both  words,  and  to  regard  them  as 
a  periphrasis  for  the  sea,  like  the  scholiast  on  ii.  80,  who  explains  ep/coy  as  f7ri</)dreta, 

‘  surface 

17.  Kopav  points  to  a  word  like  it  in  the  text,  either  a  synonym  or  Kopdv  differently 

spelled  (/covpav?)  or  wrongly  accented  (cf.  II.  19,  n.).  The  Graeae  or  more  probably  the 
Gorgons  (cf.  1.  5  and  p.  30)  must  be  meant,  and  the  line  may  have  begun  with  ey  followed  by 
a  word  implying  ‘abode’  (rdi/?).  Pindar  Fr.  254  from  Apollodorus  ii.  38  avrai  Se  al  vvpcjiai 
TTTTjvd  €ixov  TrefitXa  kqI  Tr)v  Ki^iaiy,  jJv  (jiaaiv  €ivai  TTrjpav,  IliVfiapoy  Se  Ka\  *H(rtoSoy  iv  'Acrnibi  ini  rot 
llepo-ewy  ktX.  may  have  referred  to  this  dithyramb,  avyyovov  naripoiv  is  obscure.  If  the  stops 

before  and  after  these  words  are  correct,  they  seem  to  be  in  apposition  to  vti/,  which  is 
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unsatisfactor}\  As  Stuart  Jones  remarks,  air/yopov  would  be  expected  to  agree  with  a  word 
like  iiperav  in  the  next  line,  norepcov  is  probably  the  plural  of  amplification;  cf.  Fr.  75.  10 

Bpopiov  OP  T  *Epi^6ap  T€  ^poTot  KoXeopep^  yovop  vnuTcop  pep  7TaT€pti>p  peKirepep  ywatKotP  re  Kadpeiop 

epoXop  (v.  1.  ^ep^rjp).  The  resemblances  between  this  passage  and  11.  15-19  {{^porol . . » irarepap 
.  .  .  epoXov)  suggest  that  pip  might  be  Dionysus,  not  Perseus;  cf.  1.  16,  n. 

18.  ]p  is  not  visible  on  the  facsimile. 

19.  ]rroi/ :  or  ]  .  LOP,  p  of  epoXop  is  corrected  from  r. 

20.  The  marginal  note  refers  to  eai/,  which  ‘  is  rejected  (?),  being  superfluously  introduced 
from  the  antistrophe  \  i.  e.  1.  34,  which  ends  €\dp  and  also  contained  a  superfluous  word.  The 
last  letter  of  a'ir[.] .  o(  )  might  be  8  or  but  dTr[op]dX(X€Tai)  and  dTro8o(Ki|id5€Tai)  are  not 
satisfactory  readings. 

23.  The  o  of  X€Yo(|A€vov)  is  not  raised  above  the  line,  as  would  be  expected  if  the  word 
is  an  abbreviation ;  but  ]Xcto  is  inadmissible. 

28,  In  the  margin  are  traces  of  a  scholium. 

34.  e]di/ :  cf.  1.  20,  n.  TO  K€v 'Tr€pi(rorov  would  be  expected;  cf.  1.  6,  schol. 

II.  ‘  Heracles  the  bold  or  Cerberus.  For  the  Thebans. 

Formerly  both  dithyrambic  song  issued  from  the  lips  of  men  long  drawn  out  and  the 
sign^jmder  si^picion ;  but  now  new  gates  have  been  opened  for  sacred  choirs :  they  (sing  ?), 
knowing  what  manner  of  festival  of  Bromius  the  celestials  by  the  very  sceptre  of  Zeus 
celebrate  in  their  halls.  Beside  the  majesty  of  the  great  mother  of  the  gods  begins  the 
beating  of  drums ;  therewith  swells  the  music  of  the  castanets  and  the  torch  lazing  below 
the  yellow  pine-brands ;  therewith  resounding  laments  of  the  Naiads,  wild  dances  and' 
shouts  are  stirred  in  the  fury  of  tossing  the  neck  on  high.  Therewith  moves  the  almighty 
thunderbolt  breathing  fire,  and  the  sword  of  the  god  of  War,  and  the  valiant  aegis  of  Pallas’ 
rings  with  the  hissing  of  countless  serpents.  Lightly  comes  Artemis  the  lone  huntress,  who 
has  yoked  in  the  Bacchic  revels  the  race  of  most  savage  lions  for  Bromius,  while  he  is 
enchanted  also  by  the  dancing  throng  of  beasts.  Me  too,  a  chosen  herald  of  wise  words, 
the  Muse  raised  up  to  pray  for  prosperity  (?)  for  Hellas  with  its  fair  dances  and  chariot¬ 
pressing  Thebes,  where  of  old,  as  the  story  tells,  Cadmus  by  high  design  won  sage  Har- 
monia  as  his  bride,  and  she  hearkened  to  the  voice  of  Zeus  and  became  the  mother  of 
offspring  famed  among  men.  O  Dionysus,  .  .  .’ 

I  marg.  0pao-[‘usj  ‘HpaKX-qs  K^pcpos :  Heracles  is  called  Opaavpdxapos  in  01,  vi.  67.  For 
other  examples  of  alternative  titles  of  dithyrambs  cf.  p.  28.  It  is  tempting  to  connect  with 
this  ode  Pindar  Fr.  249^  (Schol.  AB  on  Homer  ^  194)  *HpaKX5s  els  "'Aibov  KaTe\dd)p  em  top 

Kep^epop  avph-v^^e  MeXeaypo)  t«  Oivecoj,  ou  Kat  Seij^epros  yrjpui  t^p  dbeXfp^p  ^rjapeipaPj  €7rapeXBd>p  els  (pas 
ecTTrevaep  els  AlrcoXlap  npos  Oti^ea,  KaraXa^ap  de  pprja-revopepop  t^p  Koprjp  *Ax€Xaop  top  nXy^aiop  norapop^ 
die7rdXaL(T€v  aira  ,  .  .  doKel  be  Tap  ep  rfj  'EXXdSt  iroTapap  peyi(TTos  eipai  6  ^A^^Xaos'  810  Ka\  irdv 
vdap  rg  TovTov  TTpofrrjyopia  KaXeiTai,  17  toropia  irapd  Uipbapa.  But  Fr.  249^  (221.  ix.  1 4),  which 
seems  to  belong  to  the  passage  in  question  about  the  Achelous,  is  in  a  different  metre, 

TTpocrOa  pep  a*  *A\eXaiov  top  doidoTOTOP  evpairia  Kpdpa  M€X[avd]j  T€  iroTapov  poal  TpeC^op  KciXapoP* 

A  fragment  concerning  Heracles  from  a  dithyramb  (Fr.  81)  is  quoted  by  Aristides  ii.  70 

oTi  KoX  eTepadi  pepvrjpepos  nepi  avTap  ep  biBvpdp^a  Tivi*  (re  8*  eya  napdpcp  [Trap'  dppip  Boeckh, 
irapd  PIP  Bergk^),  (f>T)(Tip^  alpea  per/,  Vrjpvopr)^  to  8e  p^  Ail  (Ai  Hermann)  cj)iXTepop  criyapt  irdpirap. 
The  metre  of  this  from  ahea  . . .  ndpirap  corresponds  to  II.  1-3  ki^\,  and  the  words  preceding 
alpea  might  correspond  metrically  to  the  end  of  ah  epode ;  but  the  capture  of  the  oxen  of 
Geryones  is  a  different  exploit,  and  Fr.  81  is  likely  to  belong  to  another  dithyramb.  Fr.  169 
(Plato,  Gorg,  484  b,  Aristides,  ii.  68,  Schol.  Pind.  Nem,  ix.  35  popos  6  irdprap  ^aa-i.Xevs  #crX.), 
which  mentions  Geryones  and  is  in  dactylo-epitritic  metre,  but  does  not  correspond  to  the 
extant  part  of  II,  and  Fr.  168  (Athenaeus,  x.  41 1  b,  Philostratus,  hnm,  ii.  24  8(o)td  ^oap  Oeppd 
ktX,),  which  refers  to  the  devouring  of  an  ox  by  Heracles  at  the  house  of  Coronus,  an 
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episode  connected  wiih  the  capture  of  the  Cretan  bull  (Apollod.  ii.  5.  7),  and  is  not  in 
dactylo-epitritic  metre,  certainly  have  no  connexion  with  our  dithyramb. 

I— Fr,  79^).  Cf.  Strabo  x.  469  fxdprvpfs  S*  ol  TrotrjTai  Toav  roLovTiov  vnovoiau  (sc.  con¬ 
cerning  the  Curetes  and  Corybantes)*  o  t€  yap  nlvdapos  iv  bi6vpdp^(a  ov  17  dpx^  nph  ph 
elpiTf  (TXOivoTovias  (^(TxotvoT€V€id  edd.^  T  aoibd  (y.  1*  aoifiat)  bidvpap^oyv  mOSt  hlSS.^,  pvr}(Td€is 
be  (Se  om.  most  edd.)  rSiv  Trepl  top  Aiopvarov  vppcop  Ta>p  re  7raXaid>p  Ka\  roav  vcrrepoVy  perdfias  dno 
Tovreop  (prja-i*  aroi  pep  Kardp^ei  {Kardpx^iP  edd.)  pcirep  napd  peydXai  (v.  1.  /xcydXot :  peyaKa  ndpa  edd.) 
polp^oi  (pd/jijSoi  edd.)  Kvp^d\<i>Py  ev  be  Kex}<db(OP  (^Ke^^dbeiu  edd.)  fc/joraX’  aWopepa  re  bas  (Stits  SOme 
edd.)  vnb  (ap6a7ai  TrevKOLs  (=  11.  8— II),  r^p  Koipaviap  Ta>p  nepl  top  Aiopvarop  dTrobeixBevreop  popipcop 
Trapd  Totff  '^EXXr/o’t  Ka\  ra>p  irapd  rot?  ^pv^\  7rep\  rr^p  prjrepa  reap  6e5>p  crvvoiKeioiP  dXXi^Xoir,  Athen. 
X,  455  b  nipbapos  be  npos  t^p  dcriypoTroirjOeicrap  <}b^Pj  d)s  6  avros  (j)r]a‘i  KXeapxoSf  olopel  ypl<j>ov  rivos 
€P  peXoTToua  TTpo^XrjOepros,  <5)9  noWap  tovt(o  npoa-Kpovoprayp  bid  to  bvparop  (abvparop  edd.)  eipai  aTio- 
'ToG  (Tiypa  Koi  bid  rd  p^  boKipa^eiPj  eTTOir^cre  ^corrupt  ?)*  irpip  pep  eipTre  crx^LVorepia  ^1,  -repeia  j 
r  doibd  Ka\  rd  crdp  riporjXop  {ni^bijXop  edd.)  dpdpaTTOis^  X.  448  C  KaOdnep  ol  doriypoi  KaXovpevoi  t&p 
ypl(p<op*  oBev  Kai  Uipbapos  npds  rd  a  enoirja-ep  tob^p  (coiTUpt  ?),  xi.  467  a  to  6c  ardp  dvri  too  aiypa 
A(opiKcl)s  eipr]KacFiP.  01  yap  povcriKoi^  Kaddnep  noWdKis  ^Apiard^epos  <j)r)a'ij  rd  criypa  Xeyeip  TraprjrovPTO 
bid  rd  GrKXrjpoirropop  eipai  Ka\  dpemr^beiop  aoXw’  .  ,  ,  /cat  niV6apos  6€  (priori*  7rp\p  pep  ^pne  arxoiporepeid 
r  doibd  /cat  rd  adp  Ki^brjXop  dird  (Tropartop,  Dionysius,  De  COmp.  verb,  1 4  etVt  6’  ol  /cat  daiypovs 
oXas  (obds  cttoiovo*  br}Xoi  be  rovro  kqi  Uipbapos  ep  ols  (prja-r  7Tp\p  pep  ^pne  (rxoiPOTeprj  (papfjepra  (or 
other  corruptions)  biBvpdp^oup  /cat  to  adp  Ki^brjXop  (v.  1.  Kt^baXop)  dp6pd)77ois  (v.  1.  -Trot).  From 
these  varying  forms  of  1.  3  Hermann  restored  /cat  to  crdp  Ki^baXop  dpOpAnoarip  dnd  aropdrcap. 
The  termination  of  the  line  is  wanting  in  both  11.  3  and  18,  but  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt 
Hermann’s  restoration;  cf.  for  the  metre  1.  7. 

1.  axoiporepeia:  this  is  formed  on  the  analogy  of  fjbveTreiay  pova-oyepeiuj  &c,j  and  means 
‘  stretched  out  like  a  rope’,  ^prolix’;  cf.  Philostr.  Heroic,  i.  14  p^  dnoreipeip  {rd  aapara)  prjbe 
(Txoiporepij  cpyd^ecr^at.  It  does  not  refer  to  division  into  triads,  for  II  itself  is  divided  into 
triads  or  strophes;  cf.  p.  28  and  1.  3,  n. 

2.  The  division  dQi\bd  biBvpdp^wp  would  be  expected  from  the  arrangement  of  11.  19-20, 
but  6a  (or  brj)  b[  does  not  suit  the  traces  of  1.  2,  and  the  real  dividing-point  of  the  feet  is 
probably  after  doi6d  here  and  feu-  in  1.  20. 

3.  KOI  TO  o-a[i^  Ki^baXop :  the  meaning  of  this  is  a  long-standing  difficulty.  Athenaeus  and 
Dionysius  (cf.  11.  1—3,  n.)  supposed  that  it  referred  to  the  <oba\  dcriypoij  i.e.  of  Pindar’s  pre¬ 
decessor,  Lasus,  Athenaeus  x.  455  c  proceeding  to  quote  a  line  without  or  from  Lasus’  hymn 
to  Demeter.  The  epitomator  of  Athenaeus,  followed  by  Eustathius,  p.  1335*  52>  misunder¬ 
standing  this,  attributed  the  composition  of  odes  without  or  to  Pindar  himself,  f  Boeckh  and 
Dissen  translate  Ki^biXop  ^ pravum  ’,  supposing  that  it  refers  to  the  mispronunciation  of  o-  in 
the  Dorian  dialect  (so  also  Donaldson  and  Weir  Smyth),  and  that  Pindar  meant  to  contrast 
the  old-fashioned  odes  in  which  o-  was  used  with  the  new  kind  without  o-  invented  by  Lasus, 
Pindar  himself  reverting  to  the  old-fashioned  type,  j  Sandys  (translation  of  Pindar  in  the 
Loeb  series),  connecting  Kl^ibrjXop  (sc.  ?u)  wdth  dpSpaynoia-ip  dird  arropdriap,  translates  ‘  when 
the  sibilant  san  was  discarded  from  the  lips  of  men’,  i.e.  was  rejected  as  spurious] 
The  mutilated  condition  "of  11.  4-5  leaves  the  context  obscure  in  some  points,  espe¬ 
cially  as  to  the  precise  nature  of  the  transition  to  the  account  of  the  Dionysiac  festival  in 
Olympus  (cf.  11.  4-6,  n,);  but  it  is  tolerably  certain  that  the  new  kind  of  dithyramb  which 
is  contrasted  with  the  old  is  not  the  dithyramb  of  Lasus,  but  of  Pindar  himself,  as  is  also 
shown  by  the  definite  reference  to  himself  in  1.  23.  Hence  Boeckh’s  view  of  Pindar’s 
relation  to  the  two  kinds  of  dithyramb  is  just  the  opposite  of  what  the  context  demands. 
Sandys’s  translation  gives  the  right  kind  of  sense,  but  dpOpconoKrip  dnd  arropdrwp  is  much  more 
likely  to  be  dependent  on  epire  than  on  /ct/36aXov,  and  the  position  of  r  indicates  that  cpn-e,  not 

is  to  be  supplied  wdth  Ki^baXop,  We  are  disposed,  therefore,  to  regard  to  ardv  Ki^baXop  as 
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a  reference  to  Lasus'  aaiyfxoi,  <rdv  being  used  as  the  equivalent  of  alyfia^  and  Ki^8a\ou 
comparing  it  to  base  coin  which  when  produced  is  rejected,  and  implying  a  contrast  with 
Pindar's  own  use  of  o-,  which  was  unrestricted. 

4-6.  8ia7r€7r[r]a[j/rai  and  nvXaL  were  suggested  by  Sandys,  vvv  by  Lobel,  Kv]|KXoto-i  by 
Bury.  The  slight  vestiges  towards  the  end  of  the  line  suit  7rvXa[t  rather  well,  especially 
the  TT  and  X  (for  which  a  is  the  only  alternative) ;  but  the  preceding  lacuna  is  rather  short 
for  the  proposed  supplement.  The  metre  of  1.  4  is  fixed  by  1.  22.  For  opening  the 
Agates’  of  song  cf.  01.  vi.  27  TrvXas  v^p<dv  uvaniTPafiev,  Nem.  ix,  2  upa7T€7rTafX€pai  ^eipwp  pepUaprai 
dvpaiy  Bacchyl,  Fr.  5*  2  ovbi  yap  paoTOP  dppr^Tcop  inetop  nvXas  i^cvpeip,  /ci;]KXot(7e  refers  tO  the 
kvkXiol  of  the  dithyramb.  To  find  an  anapaest  short  enough  for  the  lacuna  before 
e]t§0Tes  in  1.  5  is  difficult.  If  7ryXa[i  is  right,  fpSorey  must  belong  to  a  new  sentence  and  may 
refer  to  something  like  o-o<^ot  ol  cjtS.);  but  Bury  would  connect  it  with  the 

preceding  line,  suggesting  dtan€n[p]6[xaai  S’ - w  <cu|xXot(n  V€ap  [o-o^ol  €V  fjcSorcy  I  Oiap 

Bpopios  [tSjea*'  ktX.,  and  Comparing  Hem.  ix.  3  dXX*  ineayp  yXvKvv  vppQp  7rpd(ro‘€T€  and  Fur. 
Bacch,  4^1  TO.  S*  opyi  iarl  tIp^  ibiap  exoprd  croi ;  P€ap  for  veai^  Bpopios  for  Bpapiov,  and  tSjcav  for 
reXe]rai/  are  possible  readings ;  but  TfXfjrdz/  (Sandys)  suits  iardpTL  particularly  well,  and  the 
metaphor  of  the  gates  is  attractive.  For  Bpoplov  [rcXfJrdz/  cf.  Py.  ix.  97  pimaapra  ae  kqI 
TfXcralj  ^piaLs  iv  llaXXdSof  dhop,  BpopKni  is  inadmissible.  The  metre  of  1.  5  is  somewhat 
abnormal.  After  a  choriambus  is  an  anapaest  and  a  cretic,  or  else  an  ionic  a  minore  and 
iambus.  For  anapaests  in  dactylo-epitritics  cf.  e.  g.  Py.  i.  2,  6,  iii.  4  ;  for  ^  iambic  catalexis ' 
cf.  Ol.  vi.  5,  Nem.  viii.  14. 

7.  The  last  syllable  of  Oipapidai  was  marked  long  by  the  first  hand,  short  by  the 

corrector,  who  wished  to  indicate  (rightly)  that  the  word  was  nom.  plur.,  not  dat.  sing. ;  cf. 
I.  8  cparaL.  The  Syllable  is  long  as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  there  was  no  point  in  marking  it 
long  at  the  end  of  a  line,  unless  indeed  the  first  hand  wished  to  connect  it  with  iv  in  1.  8 
and  scanned  -pavXdat  ip  together  in  spite  of  the  hiatus.  But,  as  Housman  remarks,  the 
metre  of  1.  8  corresponds  to  e.g.  Py.  iv.  296  Sat^aXed*^  (Poppiyya  ^aa'Td^<DP  TroXiVats,  and  in  each 
case  the  phrase  —  w  w  —  —  comes  both  before  and  after,  so  that  at  is  to  be  regarded  as 

merely  a  slip. 

8.  The  last  syllable  of  the  line  seems  to  stand  by  itself  (cf.  the  preceding  n.),  as 
frequently  in  Bacchylides'  dactylo-epitritics.  In  Pindar’s  there  seem  to  be  instances  of 
hypercatalexis  in  Frs.  29— 30  (from  an  vppos). 

•  there  is  not  room  for  ora  in  the  lacuna  and  the  marginal  to-TavTi  indicates 
that  the  main  text  was  in  some  respect  different.  If  there  had  been  a  wrong  accent  over  i[  it 
ought  to  have  been  visible,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  first  hand  read  ladvu,  a  Doric  form 
not  found  in  Pindar  but  quite  suitable  in  itself.  ladpTi  would  make  sense  (cf.  fjtSorfj  in  1.  5), 
but  la-rdpTL  is  preferable. 

8-11.  (T€ppa  .  .  .  nevKais :  this  passage  (Fr.  79^;  cf.  11.  1-3,  n.)  is  quoted  by  Strabo 
with  several  corruptions  or  variations,  crol  for  aeppa^  pdrep  irapd  for  parepl  Trap,  polpiSoi  Kvp^dXcop 
for  popISoL  Tvp7rdp<op,  and  Kcx^dBoiP  for  K€;^Xa8[oi/]  (or  -S[e»^]).  Misled  by  a-ai,  modern  editors  were 
unable  to  restore  the  passage  on  the  right  lines.  The  confirmation  of  the  schema  Pmdaricum 
Kardp^ci . . .  p6p(3oi  against  emendations  is  interesting.  Another  instance  occurs  in  1. 13  papiai  r 
dXaX[at]  T  dplv€Tai,  which  had  been  obscured  in  the  quotations  of  this  by  Plutarch.  Two  more 
occur  in  11.  18-19  of  the  fragmentary  dithyramb  for  the  Athenians  (Fr.  75);  in  the  epinician 
odes  this  construction  is  rare.  Kvp^dXwv  may  have  stood  in  Strabo's  text  of  II,  but  Tvndpcop  is 
likely  to  be  right ;  cf.  Catullus,  Alys  g  lypanum,  tubam,  Cy belle ,  tua^  mater ^  miiia^  which  may 
even  have  been  an  imitation  of  this  passage.  Bergk  referred  to  this  dithyramb  Fr.  80,  a  quotation 
from  Pindar  in  a  Herculaneum  fragment  of  Philodemus,  De pieiale.,  which  is  restored  Kvi3€[Xa] 
pdT[€p  OeSyp].  The  metre  may  well  be  dactylo-epitritic,  but  there  is  no  place  for  Fr.  80  in  the 
context  of  the  reference  to  Cybele  in  11.  8-9.  Owing  to  the  lacuna  at  the  end  of  1.  27  the 
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correction  of  rvyiTiaviav  to  rvnavayv  is  not  absolutely  certain^  for  ya[pv€t.  (Bury)  can  there  be 
supplied  instead  of  ya[fX€Tdv  (Housman);  but,  as  Housman  observes,  1.  g  seems  to  be 

unrhythmical  as  it  stands,  since  w  w - in  this  metre  is  not  elsewhere  followed  by - w  — , 

unless  there  is  a  break  between  them,  as  at  01,  vL  4-5  and  Bacchyl.  viii.  9-10,  and  scribes 
have  often  written  Tvix-navov  where  authors  did  not ;  e.g.  Horn.  Hymn,  xiv.  3,  Eur.  Hel,  1347, 
Aesch.  Fr,  57.  10,  ApolL  Rhod.  i.  1139,  Anth.  Pal.  vi.  165.  5,  and  in  the  Catullus  passage 
cited  above  the  MSS.  give  tympanum  against  the  metre.  With  Tvndvojv  1.  9  will  have  the 
rhythm  of  01,  vi.  2  Kiovas  ore  Oarjrbv  fiiyapou.  The  point  of  ^av\6a}p(TL  aS  applied  to  ncvKais 
is  not  clear:  Dissen  explains  it  by  the  colour  of  the  fire.  With  11.  10-12  cf.  Soph.  Antig, 
1126—9  ^  vTTep  diX6(f)ov  Trerpas  arepoyli  orroiTre  \iyvvs,  evOa  KcopvKiai  (rT€i)(pvcn 

BaK;^t8€s. 

12.  iv  Be  corresponds  to  —  v.^ - (apparently)  in  1.  30;  cf.  1.  19,  n,, 

and  e.g.  Ot.  iii,  epode  i,  4,  5. 

13-14.  These  lines  are  thrice  quoted  by  Plutarch,  (i)  Quaest.  conv,  i.  5.  2,  (2)  vii.  5.  4, 
(3)  De  def,  orac,  14,  copied  by  Euseb.  Praep,  evang,  v.  4,  p.  185,  and  Theodoret,  Graec, 
aff,  cur,^  ed.  Gaisford,  p.  374*  In  (2)  paviais  t  d/VaXats  t  dpivdpevoi  occurs,  the  quotation 
being  accommodated  to  Plutarch’s  sentence ;  (i)  and  (3)  have  Spivopevoov  for  opiverat ;  (i)  has 
epiav^epi^  (2)  and  (3)  ptyj/av^evi  for  vyjiavx^vi.  Both  opivopepcdv  (which  would  correspond  to 
NaiiScoi/  in  1.  12)  and  piyjravxevi  Seem  to  be  ancient  variants  (Theodoret,  op,  cit,,  p.  375  coins 
a  verb  pi^avx^vetv  from  the  quotation),  and  pi\jiavxeviy  which  occurs  nowhere  else,  is,  as 
Housman  remarks,  more  appropriate  than  v\jiavx€Pi  to  both  KX6v(p  and  NaiSwi/ :  cf. 
Catull.  A/)'s  23  uhi  capita  Alaenades  vi  iaciunt  hederigerae^  Cic.  II  Verr,  iii.  49  cerviculam 
iactaturuniy  Eur.  Bacch,  864  hipav  els  alOepa  Bpo(repbp  plnTovcra.  The  metre,  as  he  observes, 
does  not  help  much  in  deciding  between  pi^avx^vi  and  vyjiavx^vi,  for  though  with  piyjiavx^vi 

the  scheme  ofl,  13  ww—  yw— —  w - corresponds  to  the  last  verse  of  the 

epodes  in  Py,  iii,  e.g.  1.  23,  —  v./  v./  —  can  generally  take  the  place  of  —  w - ,  and  is  pre¬ 
ceded  by  w - and  followed  by  —  w  —  in  e.g.  Hem.  xi.  14.  /5t\/^-(or  v\j/i)avx^vi  is  appa¬ 

rently  the  end  of  a  member  of  the  rhythm  with  syllaha  ancepSy  and  a  member  of  the  rhythm 
also  comes  to  an  end  after  <tvv  kXop^,  as  the  hiatus  there  proves,  so  that  these  two  words  have 
to  constitute  a  whole  member;  cf.  |lAdcrAco/Ltat|  in  Ot,  vii.  9  and  |aiwj/os|  in  J^,  v,  7.  The  ^ 
alternative  is  to  write  ^vp  kXopco,  but  there  seem  to  be  only  two  examples  of  ^vv  in  PindaFs 
MSS.,  and  not  one  is  established  by  metre,  though  cf.  1614.  9. 

dXaX[at]:  the  first  hand  seems  to  have  written  aXaX[a]Xa  originally.  The  final  Xa  was 
then  crossed  out  and  i  no  doubt  added  above  [a],  but  whether  the  scribe  himself  or  a 
corrector  made  the  alteration  is  uncertain.  Several  of  the  ]\ISS.  of  Plutarch  have  dXXat  for 
dXaXai,  but  the  third  letter  here  is  more  like  a  than  X,  and  the  loop  of  it,  though  narrow,  does 
not  seem  to  be  a  correction. 

Kepavvos  dpTTPecdp  nvp  :  cf.  Fr.  1 46  nvp  TTpeoPTos  d  re  (Pallas)  Kepavpov  dyxKTTa  Be^iap 

Kara  narpos  (jjpepa).  In  1.  15  —  ~  w  occurs  twice,  very  likely  as  equivalent  to  —  w - 

in  the  antistrophe  (lost);  cf.  11.  12  and  19,  nn.  ^ 

17.  dX/cdeo-o-a  :  in  Ot,  ix.  72  and  Py,  v.  71  d.\KdevTas  is  found,  but  the  metre  here  requires 
ae  to  be  separate  syllables.  The  scholium  perhaps  indicates  a  variant,  but  may  be  no  more 
than  al7C[s  accented ;  cf.  1.  1 9,  n. 

18.  This  verse  is  a  ^Trjcrixdpeiop,  d(j)[€<4:v  is  a  gloss  on  dpaKopTiop, 

19.  plpepa  S’  eiatpi  —  —  v./  here  corresponds  to  —  w - in  1.  i  ;  cf.  II.  12,  15-16,  nn. 

oioTToXos :  this  word,  which  seems  to  have  been  wrongly  spelled  but  rightly  accented  by 

the  first  hand,  was  wrongly  accented  by  the  corrector  ;  cf.  1.  17  and  I.  17,  nn.  olonoXos 
baipeop  (unnamed)  occurs  in  Py.  iv.  28. 

20.  The  syllable  few-  really  belongs  to  1.  19 ;  cf.  1.  2,  n. 

21.  The  misspelling  ^aKxeiais  is  not  corrected.  d[ypoTepQ>p  was  suggested  by  Sandys  and 
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Bury ;  cf.  Nem»  iii.  46  \€6vt«t(tlv  ayporipots,  Bpo/xt©  (Bury)  is  required  to  explain  6  Se  in  1.  22. 
The  metre  is  practically  certain  ;  cf.  11.  1-3,  n. 

22-3.  Ka[i  6rj\pa)v:  SO  Housman  and  Bur}'.  The  a  of  /ca[t  is  nearly  certain,  the  only 
alternative  being  o.  The  sentence  is  suggested  by  the  mention  of  lions  in  the  line  above. 
Bacchus  is  flattered  not  only  by  the  attentions  of  his  fellow-gods,  but  also  by  the  worship  of  | 
brute  creatures.  dyeXai  Xcdi/rtoi/  occurs  in  Find.  Fr.  239. 

25—6.  Cf.  Fr.  1 51  Moto-*  av€r}K€  pe,  Ka[x]A[(;^op<»  and  o[Xj3o*/  t€  were  suggested  by  Bury;  ' 
Sandys  proposes  Ka[i  with  o^lkov  re,  but  the  traces  of  a  letter  after  K:a[.]  suggest  a,  S,  X, 

or  u.  For  the  late  position  of  re  cf.  Nem.  ix.  34  irapa  Tre^o^oais  iirnois  re.  That  Qrj^ats 
occurred  at  the  end  of  1.  26  is  clear  from  what  follows  (cf.  Fr.  195  evdppare  e^l3a),  but 
a  restoration  in  which  cvxdpcvov  meant  ‘  boasting  myself’  rather  than  ‘  praying  for’  would  be 
more  appropriate.  d[ya\pa  is,  however,  inadmissible  in  1.  26,  the  o  before  the  lacuna  being 
almost  certain.  For  the  metre  of  that  line  cf.  1.  7,  n. 

27.  The  first  hand  wrote  ttot  appoviav,  0]d/ia  ya[p€Tdv  is  due  to  Housman,  who 
corrects  rypirdvcov  in  1.  9  to  TVTrdvcjv:  Bury,  retaining  Tvpndvonv  there,  proposed  (f>^dpa  ya[pv€i : 
cf.  11.  8-1 1,  n.  The  first  hand  wrote  (l>]ap€v  ya[ :  the  first  corrector  then  added  a  above  the  line, 
deleting  e  and  perhaps  u  also ;  cf.  HI.  9,  n.  As  Housman  remarks,  a  verb  does  not  seem 
necessary  with  ^dpa  (sc.  ean)  t  cf.  Aesch.  Scptein  217^18  dXX*  ovv  tovs  rrjs  aKovtTr]?  TToXfos 
€K\€i7r€iu  Xdyoff,  and  ^dns  in  Pindar  himself  (according  to  the  usually  accepted  emendation  of 
Bothe)  in  Js,  viii.  40  AluKiBa,  ov  t  cvae^ecraTou  fpaTLs  ^laokKov  rpacpeiv  TreBiot/,  and  tibi fatna  in 
Stat.  Theh.  i.  699. 

28.  vyl/l[(TTai]s  could  be  read  in  place  of  v>//‘;j{Xat]ff.  There  is  little  doubt  about  the 
5,  r  being  the  only  alternative.  \ax€iv  kc§-]  (or  dy~\)\pdv  is  due  to  Bury.  Nonnus,  Dionys. 
iv.  28  sqq.,  represents  Harmonia  as  at  first  reluctant  to  marry  Cadmus.  Housman  prefers 
dy€Lv  (r€p^\vdVf  comparing  Ne?n.  V.  47  a-epvdu  Qinv  UrjXea  AeSCh.  Prom.  560  ayaye? 
'H<Ti6vav  .  .  .  BdpapTOf  and,  for  the  present  infinitive  with  ttotc  in  a  past  sense,  Py,  vi.  2 1-4 
Tav  TTOT  .  .  .  (pavTt  .  .  .  TTapaipeiv,  (T€pv6s  has  however  occurred  in  1.  8.  For  Trpambes  in 
connexion  with  a  suitor  he  compares  Is.  viii.  30  dXX’  ov  (T(f>iv  dp^poroi  reXea-av  evvdp  Becop 
TTpambcs. 

30.  €v8q^o[p  :  if  ^  is  right,  the  parts  of  it  were  joined  instead  of  being  written,  as  else¬ 
where  in  1604,  as  a  dot  between  two  strokes.  The  second  o  is  also  doubtful,  a  being  quite 
as  suitable.  But  the  position  of  the  accent  over  ev  strongly  favours  €vSo^o[*^,  for  €vboKL[pov  and 
-Kr}[Top  are  inadmissible,  and  though  a  crossed  out  t  might  be  read  in  place  of  €vboT€[Lpap  is 
not  a  known  word  and  €v8o[[T]|»([t;ioi/  is  unsatisfactory  apart  from  the  wrong  accent.  At  the 

beginning  of  the  line  —  w - corresponds  to  —  in  1.  12  ;  cf.  1.  19,  n.  Trap’]  dp9pd>no[i5 

y€P€Qp  is  due  to  Bury.  s^peXai/  may  be  substituted  for  yepcdp^  she  being  in  any  case  the 
person  chiefly  meant,  as  is  shown  by  the  reference  to  her  in  1.  32. 

31.  Aiopva{  must  be  vocative,  for  any  other  case  would  fill  up  the  lacuna,  leaving  no 
room  for  the  letter  preceding  6,  which  apparently  had  an  acute  accent  and  was  therefore 
a  vowel.  Probably  Aiopv(j[€  was  written  and  the  e  not  elided;  cf.  re  optperai  in  1.  13.  If  the 
two  letters  in  the  lacuna  formed  a  diphthong,  the  accent  ought  to  have  been  more  to  the  left. 

32.  paT€[pos  :  i.  e.  Semele;  cf.  1.  30,  n.  o  could  be  read  in  place  of  e. 

III.  I.  The  doubtful  X  can  be  p. 

3.  (TTaais  elsewhere  in  Pindar  means  ‘  sedition’,  but  here  may,  as  Bury  remarks,  refer 
to  the  chorus  either  in  the  sense  of  Karda-raa-Ls  ^  division ;  cf.  1.  5,  n. 

5.  Bury  proposes  KaTe[papTL]op. 

6.  reap  must  refer  to  Dionysus,  if  T«[X6r]oi/  is  right;  cf.  int.  p,  29. 

7—8.  Bury  suggests  ^aXap  §«]  ttXSkop  u^recpd^pap  kl(T(tlp(op  |  dp(fH  t€op  Kp6ra(j)QP,  making 
pcXtfol  the  end  of  a  clause  and  connecting  11.  7-8  with  in  1.  9.  A  stop  may,  however, 
have  been  lost  after  Kp6Ta(j)Qp,  The  scholium  probably  refers  to  the  unusual  expression 
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liKoKov  crreipdvoiiu.  For  7rX[6KTWi/,  SC.  (TT€(j)civ(ov^  cf.  Ymx,  HippoL  73  nXeKTov  arcipavov,  op[fiov  (cf, 
Ne?n.  iv.  17)  does  not  suit  the  vestiges. 

9.  Apparently  was  altered  first  to  (^tXoiy  and  then,  the  correction  being  crossed 

out,  to  (piXav  brj.  The  i  after  <^)tX  is  not  crossed  out ;  but  the  av  above  the  line  begins  close 

to  the  X  and  (jyO^av  brj  (which  makes  the  line  end  with  two  choriambi)  is  metrically  preferable  to 
(piXiav  St;  or  simply  Moreover  it  is  not  certain  that  the  o  of  (ftdop  was  crossed  out  like 

the  (j>  and  v  when  cX^c  was  substituted,  and  in  11.  27  there  is  a  similar  doubt  concerning  the 

deletion  of  a  superfluous  letter. 

TToXca  is  corrected  from  7roX€co.  The  mark  of  quantity  is  not  quite  certain,  but  a  alone 
does  not  account  for  all  the  ink.  7r6\iv  is  clearly  meant,  but  no  form  TroXea  is  known,  though, 
since  occurs  in  Hesiod,  it  does  not  seem  impossible. 

10.  Bury  proposes  TreXwpJioi/  .  .  .  Trpvraviv^  and  would  see  in  this  line  a  reference  to  the 
Acrocorinthus;  but  TrpvravL  .  [  may  be  vocative,  as  in  Py,  ii.  58. 

11.  ’^apa:  the  first  letter  might  be  X  and  the  second  v;  the  third  is  more  like  a  with  a 
high  stop  after  it  than  [.]?.  Bury  suggests  something  like  ^noira  S’]  dpa^  but  the  stop  is  an 
objection  to  apa. 

12.  aKvapTTTcif  ‘inflexibly’,  is  a  new  adverb.  aKapirros  occurs  in  /j. iii.  71  Q-ud  aKvapnTos 
in  the  MSS.  of  Py*  iv.  72  {dKapirro^  Hermann). 

13.  rds  €m8opaTi8as  is  a  gloss  on  which  was  used  in  the  sense  of  ‘spear-shafts’ 

also  by  Stesichorus  and  Ibycus  according  to  Schol.  Find.  OL  ix.  128. 

14—15.  Bury  suggests  SXios  S’  d];7[€/pa]i/T0?  aixv^  pvoLTo  7ra\ydyvpiv  |  (pKos  t  eyx<opi']a)i^  ncXoi, 
‘  Let  the  impassable  sea-neck  protect  the  festal  gathering  and  be  the  bulwark  of  the  people,’ 
comparing  OL  viii.  48  cn  Trovrla  and  Eur.  Afed.  212  ttoptov  acX^S^  dnepaprop.  avx^v  would 

on  this  view  mean  the  Isthmus  of  Corinth.  The  general  sense  of  11.  1 2-15  is,  he  thinks,  ‘  Put 
aside  arms  and  preparations  for  war,  and  trust  for  defence  to  the  Isthmus.’  avxnv  elsewhere 
in  Pindar  means  the  human  neck,  but  that  does  not  combine  easily  with  pvono, 

17.  Perhaps  TroXvya^Jf^.  aotBai  can,  however,  be  dative. 

18.  Bury  suggests  2icrvd).oio  or  rXav#c]oto  ^OXor,  referring  to  the  Corinthians. 

19.  For  neraXots  ^p[iPois  (Bury)  cf.  Py.  ix.  46  do-o-a  T€  x^^v  ^pLva  (pvW  dpanepnei.  The 
first  letter  of  the  line  might  be  p. 

22.  Bury  suggests  (tt6]piop  i7r[n€iop  (or  t7r[7rov),  referring  either  to  the  legend  of 
Bellerophon  and  the  bridle  {(plXTpop  'Imreiop)  of  Pegasus,  a  story  told  by  Pindar  in  an  ode 
written  for  the  Corinthian  Xenophon  {OL  xiii),  or  perhaps  to  a  particular  kind  of  mouthpiece, 
i.  e.  one  of  the  irnreia  cWta  said  to  have  been  invented  by  the  Corinthians  {OL  xiii.  20). 


1605.  Menander,  MI20TMEN02. 

15  X  5‘2  cm.  Third  century. 

This  exiguous  fragment  of  a  comedy,  though' containing  only  the  beginnings 
of  27  lines  from  the  top  of  a  column  and  a  few  letters  from  the  ends  of  lines  of 
the  preceding  column,  has  some  interest,  since  it  can  with  much  probability 
be  identified.  The  name  of  a  speaker,  re(rav),  is  inserted  in  the  margin 
against  11.  34-5,  and  characters  of  that  name  are  known  to  have  occurred  in 
three  of  Menander’s  plays,  the  "Hpcov,  'Mio-ovpLevo^j  and  UepivOia  (if  Koerte  is 
right  in  assigning  855  to  the  last-named  play),  while  the^apparent  mention  in  1.  25 
(cf.  1.  29,  n.)  of  Qpa<TOiv[bT]Si  the  name  of  the  leading  character  in  the  Mto-ovfieroy, 
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indicates  the  second  of  the  three.  Parts  of  about  50  lines  near  the  end  of  that 
play  are  extant  in  1013,  and  there  are  14  other  fragments  of  it  known,  but 
no  correspondence  with  1605  is  at  all  likely,  though  one  or  two  are  just  possible  ; 
cf.  11.  24-5,  nn.  Geta  was  the  slave  of  Thrasonides,  but  who  his  interlocutor  here 
was  is  quite  obscure.  Other  known  characters  in  the  play  are  Clinias,  Demeas, 
and  Cratea.  For  the  plot,  which  turned  upon  the  redemption  of  Cratea  through 
her  father  Demeas  from  servitude  with  Thrasonides,  a  rough  soldier,  see  1013.  int. 
and  Koerte,  Me^iandrea^  li. 

The  handwriting  is  a  medium-sized  sloping  uncial  resembling  1376  (Part 
xi,  Plate  iii),  and  probably  of  the  third  century,  to  which  some  dated  documents 
found  together  with  1605  belong.  The  speaker’s  name  is  written  more  cursively 
by  a  different  hand,  which  does  not  seem  to  be  appreciably  later  than  that  of  the 
main  text.  Paragraph!  occur,  indicating  changes  of  speaker,  but  no  stops. 

Another  papyrus  (3rd  cent.)  containing  23  lines  divided  between  two  scenes, 
which  has  recently  been  published  by  Wilamowitz  [Sitzimgsb,  d.  BerL  Akad,  1918, 
747"9)  part  of  an  uncertain  comedy,  perhaps  by  Menander,  is  probably  to 
be  assigned  to  the  MKrov/xez^os*.  In  the  second  scene  a  woman  called  Cratea 
unexpectedly  recognizes  her  father,  whereupon  the  owner  of  the  house  intervenes, 
and  in  the  margin  of  1.  18  r€(  )  occurs  as  the  name  of  a  speaker.  Wilamowitz, 

though  noticing  the  agreement  with  the  Miaovix^vos  with  regard  to  Cratea, 
attributes  the  fragment  to  a  different  play,  chiefly  because  r€(  )  is  supposed 

also  to  occur  in  the  margin  of  1.  12  in  reference  to  a  character  who  is  addressed  in 
the  next  line  as  From  this  he  infers  that  r€(  )  is  an  unknown  feminine 

name.  But  it  is  much  more  likely  that  r€(  )  in  1.  18  is  r€(ra9),  and  that  in  1.  12, 
where  the  decipherment  is  admitted  to  be  very  uncertain,  either  the  marginal 
note  is  to  be  read  differently  or  some  rearrangement  of  the  supposed  speakers  is 
to  be  introduced.  Geta  and  Cratea  will  then  be  the  characters  in  the  MtaoviMevos, 
the  father  will  be  Demeas,  and  the  owner  of  the  house  Thrasonides,  the  action 
being  highly  appropriate  to  that  play.  This  explanation  is  confirmed  by  the 
striking  parallelism  between  Fr.  ii  of  the  Mt(rovfX€z;os,  a(^aveis  yeyovaaiv  al  Grirddat 
and  1.  II  of  the  Berlin  papyrus,  ]p  otKwraj  (nrdOas  riv  yuTovcov. 

Col.  i.  Col.  ii. 

0VK€TL  [ 

25  &pa(T(jo\yi8 

TL  Tavc^ 

KaXco9  [ 

ov  7raiS[ 


9  lines  lost 
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30 

^T}XoTV7r[o 
a  vvu  A€[y 

]f/f 

ety  Tovp\yov 
SiaKocn]^ 
vq  Ala  t[ 

] 

r€(Tas) 

[•]  •  [ 

]y 

ano  TTjs  •  [ 

]r 

36 

]6r] 

StSoacnu  [ 

] 

7rpocrev^[ 

]  •  [ . ] 

ovTCos  a7r[ 

]y  KUKOV 

40 

OVK  €^a[ 

] 

TTCos  ei7r[ 

ra  pq/xa[T 

n 

J 

Xeycov  r[ 

] 

eXeyev  a[ 

]  TTapr]i> 

45 

vaL  <pq<rt  [ 

]. 

qKovo’a[ 

•  •  •  • 

€K7rXeL  .  [ 

50 

ayaOa  X[ 

[<Ta  ?]^ei  Tt[ 

[/cJaXcoy  .  [ 

24.  ovK€Ti  is  apparently  the  first  word  in  the  last  line  of  a  small  detached  fragment  of 
1013  (1.  26).  But  an  actual  coincidence  is  unlikely. 

25.  ©pacra)[w5  :  this  might  possibly  coincide  with  the  corrupt  Fr.  14  (Koerte)  of 
the  Mi(rovfi€UOSj  which  is  generally  restored  fiiaovo-t  ixcv  |  Qpa(r(ov(JidT]v^y  &>  ndrepy  dTreKrayKaaL 
S*  ou. 

29.  ^f;XoTi»7r[o  :  cf.  Il€piK€ipop€VT]  408—9  6  §’  d\d(rT(op  iy^  j  Kal  ^rfKoTVTTOs  dvOpcono^j  Spoken 
by  Polemon,  the  counterpart  of  Thrasonides  in  that  play. 

34.  Perhaps  auayc  [(r]€[ai;To*/,  as  in  2apia  1 45.  The  y  is  however  very  doubtful  and 
avai(T%] .  [  can  be  read.  It  is  not  clear  whether  r€(Tas)  refers  to  1.  34  or  to  1.  35.  The  surface 
of  the  papyrus  between  11.  33-4  is  rubbed,  but  there  is  no  trace  of  a  paragraphus,  so  that  if 
r€(Tas)  refers  to  1.  34  there  was  probably  a  change  of  speaker  in  the  middle  of  that  line. 
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1606.  Lysias,  Orations  irpos  ^lTT7roO€porr]Vy  Against  Theo77inestuSy  &c. 

Height  29-5  cm.  Late  second  or  early  third  century, 

Plate  II  (Fr.  6,  Cols.  i-ii). 

Lysias  has  hitherto  been  represented  in  papyri  only  by  some  small  third- 
century  B.  C.  pieces  of  the  oration  against  Theozotides  (P.  Hibeh  14) ;  but  the 
following  fragments  of  several  of  his  lost  private  speeches  are  more  extensive 
and  valuable.  Like  1607-8  and  1612,  they  form  part  of  the  first  of  the  three 
large  finds  of  literary  papyri  in  1905-6,  which  also  produced  841-4,  852-3,  1012, 
1016-17,  1364,  and  1376,  the  publication,  of  this  find  being  now  completed. 
The  small  group  consisting  of  Frs.  8-18  was  found  separately  in  a  different  part 
of  the  same  mound,  but  no  doubt  belongs  to  the  same  roll.  Originally  about 
200  in  number,  the  fragments  have  been  reduced  by  combinations  to  150.  Much 
the  longest  of  them  is  Fr.  6,  which  contains  (i)  the  last  three  columns  of  a  speech, 
with  the  title  (11.  237-8)  upos  ^li:T;oQip(ry]v  vTiep  OepaTraCvr^s  followed  by  a  blank 
space,  (2)  the  first  two  columns  of  a  speech  directed  against  a  certain  Theomnestus 
by  an  unnamed  plaintiff,  irpos  ^liTTroOepa-qv  is  known  as  the  title  of  a  speech  by 
Lysias  (no.  Ixi)  from  Harpocration,  who  makes  two  quotations  from  it,  Fr.  122 
(Sauppe)  a(f)avi}s  ovaCa  Kal  <f>av€pd  and  Fr.  123  Fr.  122  seems  to  be 

connected  with  Fr.  2  of  the  papyrus,  where  ova]tav  .  .  .  d<^[az^to“]at  is  a  probable 
restoration  in  11.  29-32,  and  (^ay]epd  is  possible  in  1.  48  ;  but  'Upwvvfxos  does  not 
seem  to  occur  in  1606,  though  it  is  tempting  to  restore  his  name  in  1.  89.  The 
title  of  the  second  speech  would  at  first  sight  be  expected  to  be  Kara  QeofxvrjcrTov : 
but  two  orations  of  Lysias  with  that  title  are  extant  (x  and  xi),  xi  being  merely 
an  abbreviation  of  x.  Since  both  of  these  are  quite  distinct  from  the  speech 
against  Theomnestus  in  the  papyrus  and  presumably  refer  to  a  different  person, 
while  Harpocration  seems  to  have  known  of  only  one  speech  Kara  &€oixvrjaTov, 
i.  e.  the  extant  oration  x  (Blass,  Attische  Beredsainkeity  i.  61 1),  the  title  of  the 
second  speech  in  1606  is  likely  to  have  been  something  else.  Fr.  9,  belonging 
to  the  smaller  group,  contains  parts  of  the  last  16  lines  of  what  is  obviously 
a  third  speech,  with  part  of  the  title,  which  seems  to  be  unknown,  and  a  few 
letters  from  the  beginning  of  what  is  much  more  likely  to  be  a  fourth  speech 
than  the  oration  xpos  "lTT7:o6€par)v,  and  among  the  numerous  minute  scraps  from 
the  main  find  are  certainly  three  (Frs.  19,  20,  and  22),  and  perhaps  two  more 
(Frs.  21  and  44),  which  contain  parts  of  titles.  The  minimum  number  of  speeches 
represented  by  the  fragments  as  a  whole  is  four,  a  figure  which  could  be  obtained 
by  assigning  Fr.  9.  ii  to  the  speech  irpos  "iTTTroOepG-rjVy  Fr.  19  (Kara  ©6o/xi^?;(r]rou  ?) 
or  Fr.  22  to  the  speech  against  Theomnestus,  and  Fr.  20  to  the  title  of  the  third 
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speech,  and  ignoring  Frs.  ai  and  44.  But  at  least  six  of  the  lost  orations  are 
much  more  probably  represented,  and  though  all  of  these  may  have  been  quite 
short,  it  is  clear  that  the  fragments  are  widely  scattered  over  different  parts  of 
the  roll,  Lysias  is  credited  by  Plutarch  ( Vita  Lys.  836  a)  with  no  fewer  than 
425  speeches,  of  which  Dionysius  and  Caecilius  recognized  233  as  genuine.  The 
names  of  about  170  are  known,  and  34  are  extant. 

The  script  is  a  handsome  uncial  approximating  towards  the  early  biblical 
bke  1234  (Part  X,  Plate  iv)  and  1365  (Part  XI,  Plate  vi),  and  probably 
belongs  to  the  early  part  of  the  third  century  or  even  the  end  of  the  second. 
Iota  adscript  was  generally  written.  Paragraphi  and  two  kinds  of  stops,  in  the 
high  and  middle  position,  are  employed ;  that  Fr.  8a,  in  which  a  coronis  occurs, 
belongs  to  1606  is  not  certain.  Fr.  6,  in  which  the  upper  and  lower  margins  are 
preserved,  shows  that  there  were  46-49  lines  in  a  column.  The  other  fragments 
are  or  may  be  from  the  middles  of  columns  except  when  it  is  otherwise  stated. 
The  lines,  which  tend  to  begin  and  end  more  to  the  left  as  the  column  proceeds, 
range  from  15  to  aa  letters,  generally  having  18  or  19,  and  the  >-shaped  sign  is 
used  for  filling  up  short  lines.  Deletions  are  indicated  by  a  line  drawn  (by  the 
first  hand)  above  the  letters  in  question  ;  but  the  text  has  not  apparently  been 
subjected  to  any  independent  revision,  and  several  mistakes  are  noticeable, 
generally  omissions;  cf.  11.  47,  115,  139,  141,  173,  217,  349-56,  536. 

Of  the  oration  ■npo's  'lTnro0fp(rr)v  the  three  concluding  columns  (11.  126-238), 
though  requiring  a  good  deal  of  restoration,  are  fairly  well  preserved,  and  some 
intelligible  passages  are  provided  by  four  other  fragments  (i-a  and  4-5)  evidently 
belonging  to  earlier  columns  of  the  same  speech  (11.  7-19,  28-47,  76-86,  114-24). 
The  respective  order  of  these  is  doubtful,  but  Fr.  4  may  be  placed  below  Fr.  2 
with  an  interval  not  exceeding  2  or  3  lines  between  11.  48  and  76 ;  cf.  11. 38-44,  n. 
Frs.  3  and  26  also  probably  belong  to  this  oration,  and  perhaps  Frs.  28-30,  87, 
and  loo-i.  It  must  have  been  one  of  Lysias’  more  important  speeches,  being 
concerned,  like  the  oration  against  Eratosthenes  (xii),  with  the  administration  of 
the  Thirty  Tyrants  and  his  own  grievances.  In  xii  Lysias  prosecuted  Erato¬ 
sthenes,  who  was  one  of  the  Thirty,  for  the  murder  of  his  brother  Polemarchus 
(cf.  1606.  8-9,  161) ;  the  present  action  mainly  turned  on  the  question  of  the 
restoration  of  Lysias’  property  on  his  return  from  exile.  As  the  title  implies, 
the  speech  was  on  the  side  of  the  defence  ;  but  that  the  real  defendant  was  not 
the  depanaiva  but  Lysias  himself,  is  clear  not  only  from  the  general  tenour  of  the 
fragments,  in  which  Lysias  is  very  prominent,  but  from  the  expression  (pevyei 
hiKrjv  applied  to  him  in  11.  183-4,  and  the  closing  appeal  in  1.  221  aT!o\\rt)<^i(Ta<Tdai. 
Ava-iov.  How  the  Oepdirawa  became  involved  in  the  case  does  not  appear,  but 
presumably  she  was  acting  merely  as  Lysias’  agent.  With  the  plaintiff  Hippo- 
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therses  were  associated  one  or  more  other  individuals,  the  plural  being  employed 
in  reference  to  the  side  of  the  prosecution,  which  is  called  ovtoi  in  11.  32  and  1229 
and  perhaps  ol  avrihiKoi  in  1.  133.  Nicostratus  and  Xenoj^cles]  (11.  17-18)  may  well 
be  two  of  the  persons  meant,  and  possibly  Sosia[des]  (11.  93-3,  n.).  The  dispute 
was  concerned  with  the  ownership  of  property  {ovcria)  worth  70  (?)  talents,  formerly 
belonging  to  Lysias,  which  had  been  seized  by  the  Thirty  and  apparently  sold 
by  them  to  Hippotherses  and  his  associates  (11.  38-34),  and  which  Lysias  was  now 
trying  to  recover.  By  the  terms  of  the  amnesty  arranged  at  the  time  of  the 
restoration  of  the  democracy  in  B.  C.  403,  sales  made  during  the  administration 
of  the  Thirty  remained  valid  ;  but  unsold  property  reverted  to  its  original  owners, 
an  exception  being  made  in  the  case  of  land  and  houses,  i.e.  immovable  property, 
which  were  to  be  returned  in  any  case  (11.  38-48).  This  reference  to  the  amnesty 
is  important,  confirming  Grote’s  views  [Hist,  of  Greece,  viii,  ch.  66)  on  the 
nature  of  the  agreement ;  but  the  precise  application  of  it  to  the  dispute  between 
Hippotherses  and  Lysias  is  obscured  by  the  incompleteness  of  Frs.  1-5.  Lysias 
evidently  regarded  the  terms  of  the  amnesty  as  in  favour  of  his  contentions,  but 
Hippotherses  too  may  have  appealed  to  it,  and  perhaps  the  interpretation  was 
one  of  the  chief  points  of  dispute.  In  11.  13-17  Lysias  complains  that  he  was 
being  prevented  by  the  prosecution  from  buying  back  his  own  property  from 
the  purchasers  ;  but  in  11.  76  sqq.  he  is  found  objecting  to  a  claim  of  Hippo¬ 
therses  for  half  the  price  of,  apparently,  the  owta  described  in  11.  38-34,  and  in 
11.  1 14  sqq.  he  criticizes  the  legality  of  the  sales  effected  by  the  Thirty.  This 
evidence  is  not  very  easy  to  combine  into  a  connected  argument ;  but  apparently 
the  ovcrta  bought  from  the  Thirty  by  Hippotherses  contained  land  and  houses, 
and  Hippotherses  refused  to  surrender  these  without  compensation,  whereupon 
Lysias,  through  the  depairaiva,  took  some  step  towards  ejecting  Hippotherses 
which  resulted  in  the  prosecution,  possibly  in  some  form  of  bUr)  i^oij\r]9.  The 
peroration,  to  which  11.  137-236  belong,  does  not  throw  much  light  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  which  are  referred  to  only  in  general  terms  (11.  324-36),  but 
in  itself  is  of  much  interest,  since  it  contains  an  eloquent  comparison  of  Lysias’ 
behaviour  towards  the  State  with  that  of  his  opponent.  The  patriotism  of  Lysias, 
who  after  losing  his  brother  and  much  property  made  large  sacrifices  in  support 
of  the  democrats,  is  recorded  in  a  passage  which  was  evidently  before  Plutarch 
when  writing  his  account  of  this  part  of  Lysias’  life  (11.  163—71,  n.),  and  is 
contrasted  with  the  pro-Spartan  zeal  of  Hippotherses.  The  speech  must  have 
been  delivered  very  soon  after  the  restoration  of  the  democracy,  i.  e.  in  403  or 
402  B.  c. 

The  second  oration,  that  directed  in  prosecution  of  Theomnestus,  after  a  very 
short  introduction  (11.  339-46),  proceeds  to  the  narration  of  the  facts.  The 
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unnamed  plaintiff  claims  to  have  lent  his  friend  Theomnestus  30  minae  in 
order  to  pay  a  debt  to  a  certain  Theozotides  for  which  judgement  had 
been  entered  against  Theomnestus.  The  transaction  took  place  without 
witnesses,  and  Theomnestus,  having  subsequently  quarrelled  with  the  plaintiff, 
now  denied  the  loan  (11.  246-61).  After  a  mutilated  passage  apparently 
explaining  the  nature  of  the  quarrel,  which  seems  to  have  been  connected  with 
the  guardianship  of  some  property,  and  the  unsuccessful  attempts  of  the  plaintiff 
to  get  his  money  returned  (11.  261-95),  a  dilemma  is  propounded  for  the  defence. 
Theomnestus  must  maintain  either  that  he  borrowed  the  money  from  some  one 
else,  or  that  he  did  not  borrow  any  money  at  all,  in  order  to  pay  Theozotides 
(11.  295-301).  Of  these  alternative  lines  of  defence  the  first  is  rebutted  in 
11.  301-40,  Fr.  7  probably  belonging  to  the  column  following  Fr.  6.  v,  while  the 
second  is  dealt  with  in  11.  340-66  by  putting  a  number  of  questions  designed  to 
show  that  Theomnestus  w'ould  not  have  run  the  risks  which  he  actually  incurred, 
if  he  had  had  the  requisite  money  at  hand.  The  rest  of  the  speech  is  lost,  and 
there  are  no  indications  of  the  date  of  its  delivery. 

The  third  speech  (Frs.  8,  9.  i  and  probably  some  of  Frs.  10-18),  apparently 
against  a  person  whose  name  ended  in  -ylius,  seems  to  have  been  concerned 
with  the  sale  of  a  ship  at  Carthage,  and  a  question  of  partnership ;  but  there  is 
nothing  to  show  what  was  the  subject  of  the  fourth  speech  (Fr.  9.  ii  and  probably 
some  of  Frs.  10-18).  With  regard  to  the  remaining  fragments  the  more  or  less 
probable  position  of  Frs.  13,  16,  28,  45,  53,  73,  80,  and  128  has  been  ascertained. 
Fr.  25  apparently  comes  from  a  fifth  speech  about  an  inheritance  (kAtJ^o?),  and 
Frs.  31  and  39,  which  probably  belong  to  the  same  oration,  may  be  connected  with 
a  reference  in  Harpocration  to  bUr}  in  two  unnamed  speeches  of  Lysias 

(cf.  1.  493,  n.),  while  probably  one  of  Frs.  19-22  belongs  to  the  title  of  it.  Fr.  64 
might  come  from  the  speech  Trpds  'AXKi^idbrjv  or  that  Trpos  ’Ap)(€/3ta6r;r. 

We  are  indebted  to  Mr.  E.  Lobel  and  Dr.  C.  Hude  for  several  good 
suggestions  in  the  restoration  of  this  papyrus. 


(a)  TTpOS  ^iTTTTod^pCTTjV, 


Fr.  I. 


II  letters  ]k[ . 

10  ]oc/Ji[ . 

5  3,  (rvK]o^ay[r . 


15  T0L9  ecoi/rjfX€y[oc^ 


57,,]  ovro9  .  [ 


[[rja  eavTOV^  SvvaTat  K[ofxi^€ 
cr]6aL  NiKoarparos  ya[p  8l 
fx^ra  U^pok[X€Ovs  ? 
t6\v  n(x>Xr}\(javTO^ . 
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20  .]i^a  acnTL\S  letters 


.  .]o  7rapa[ 

14  „ 

15€X0[o>  [IToXe/xayoxoi' 

7re]yTrjKoy[Ta 

II  „ 

1  aireKTeivav  Kai  TTjy  [ovai 

II  » 

a]y  a(f>^L\ovTO  Kai  [ecoy 

•1"®  •  [ 

14  „ 

fi{\v  ev  IleipauL  mx€[TO  rj 

25  .  .]Soyy  t[ 

13  » 

^l]ov  KUTeXOcou  aTT[o(p€ 

.](70ai  0  .  [ 

13  .> 

p]€(rOaL  vvvi  Se  €7r€[LSr}  rj  ? 

K]eL  ovSe  Tr]V  Tipr^y  \aTro 

.jtray  ?•[ 

13  » 

Fr.  a. 

Col.  i. 

CoL  ii. 

[ 

Fr.  3. 

\r]<p[6 . ova]Lav 

50  [ 

7r]oXXcoy  [ 

8e  e§S[oprjKo]vTa  Ta 

?[ 

]l7T0p[ 

XavTOoy  [aneSo  ?]yTO  rjy 

< 

e]o)y7]pey[ 

ovTOi  OUT  a(l>[avLO‘]ai  ovt  ano 

«[ 

]TCoy  I7r7ro[0epa 

Soo-Oai  7roX[Xa)j^]  rjpepccv 

ITtI 

75  ]V"^o[ 

e8vva\yT0  €]y€[i]S[r;]  j(oi] 

55  ^o[ 

vvv  /x€0  \y\p(yv  0[eu]yc£)z/ 

Sia[ 

Avaias  [coix]€ro  Kai 

an[ 

Tov  vp[€r]epov  ttXtjOov^ 

aaa[ 

KaTTjXdev  KeXevovacou 

5eff[ 

Tcoy  (TvyOrjKcoy  ra  pev  ^ 

60  eX0a)[ 

Trenpapeva  tovs  ecoyr] 

a)£X€r[o 

pepovs  ^X^^^  ® 

Xcoy  a[ 

[7r]paTa  rovy  KaTeXOouTa^ 

[€]KeLy[ 

[K]opi^ecr6aL  outos  ovre  yrjy 

7roiri(Ta[ 

[ov]r  OlKiaV  K€KT7]peV0? 

65  (Ta(Tay[ 

;  [a]  Kac  ai  avyOrjKaL  tois  Ka 

coy  a(T7T[i8 

\r^^6ov(Tiv  aTT^SiSoaav 

ri(rafi([v 

[<ea‘\v  8e  {ay  5[€]}  a7ro8o)[(7]i 

[ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

•o 

1 — "1 

• 

arv[ 
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Fr.  4.  Col.  i. 

[ . ]  fieja  Ta[vTa]  toi 

[pv]y  00  avSpe9  SiKUiTTat  t[o 
[rj/JL]i<TV  Tr)9  rtjJLrjs 

[ov  7r]apa  Avaiov  XajSeiv  Xe 
80  [ycou]  Ta9  eavTov  <Tvp(po 
[p]a9  GXTTrep  tovtov  Orjaav 
[p]oU  [ejTTi  7(01/  TpiaKOPTa 
[e]ypTjK0T09  aXX  ovk  uttoXo) 
[AcJacoto?  ra  opt  a  Stay  a 
85  [pa]KT0VPT09  S  avTOV  Kai 
[xaA€]^Ta)y  <f)€popT09  ^rpo? 


[ . •  •  • 

[ . ]w[*]  •  •  ^ 

[ . ]yAoi;  A')(ap 

90  ^TTOvaiP  avToa 

[ . ]  napaXa^cop 

[ . ]  TOP  Sco<Tia 

[Srjp  ? . ]peiaT7}p  t) 

[ . ]  (TvyKetpe 

95  [p . ]oy  (opoXo 

[y . ]€P  T019  ap 

[ . ]<>/<€ 

[j' . ]  at'VR 

[ . ]ep(0L 

100  [ . ]o-e5e4 

[ . ]k-  •] 

Col.  i.  Plate  ii. 

[ . (Tv]p6ri 

[/c . roji/y  POpov9 

[ . aKri]KoaTe  tj 

130  [ . ]ay  ScKaiore 

[pop . ]pTa9  Ae 


Fr.  4.  Col.  ii. 

7rpo[ 

SlktjI 

105  yev  .  [ 

T0V[ 

Tp01l[ 

S(op[ 

(npa[ 

no  ^apT09  [ 
oj{.]  .  [.]r[ 

T0(t[ 

Fr.  5. 

[ . S€LPo]p  y[ap 

[ap  eiTj  CO  apSpes  SiK]aaTaL  [ 

1 15  [€4  K]aT7jX6e(Tey  p[^]p  (o?  a(S[i 
[K]ovpepOL  Tcop  Se  optcop  [ 
[a]7ro(rTep€icr6€  coy  aSLKovp[ 
[T€]y  KaLTo[L]  SLKai(09  ap 
[opyi^oL]a6e  tol9  ^coprjpe 
120  [»^of]y  Ta  vpeTepa  €P  Tai9  toi 
[av]TaL^  <Tvp(f>opaLS  npco 
[to]p  p€p  yap  OL  TpiaKOp[Ta 
[ovSep  a]p  encoXovp  ec  ol  [co 
[p7j(rop]epoL  prj  rjaap  e[. 

125  [ . ]r[.  J]yKap  e[.  .]i; 

[ . ]"»'  . 

Fr.  6. 

Col.  ii  +  Fr.  80.  Plate  ii. 

1 68  [HX€l]op  ^[€po]p  opt  a  e 

0.y\T(o\l  €TTCit[<T^p\  aVTOP  5t'[ 

170  0  TaXapTa  7r[ap]a(T)(^€iP  t[€ 
Xrji  Kai  aPTL  t[o]vt(op  ovSe 
piap  )^ccp]iP  ovSe  Scopeap 
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[y€iu . ]y  ISeXTiovi* 

[ . '^]9^'[s‘] 

[kOVS  .  .  .]eL(T[ . ]  VfJLLV 

135  [ . ]  TOVTa)U  €7rLTp€7rO 

[fieu  a]KovaavTa^  ra  Aval 
[ai  Kai  I\7nTo6ep(Tr]L  Trenpa 
[y/x€j/]a  07roT€pap  ^ovXeaOe 
[KpLaiP  ?]  npaypaTO^  ‘s^r](f>L 
140  [(Tacr^ai]  Trepi  tovt(cv  otto 

[(T€)poy  )3€\]rf0t)i'  oav  Trepi  rrjp 
[7jpeT€p]au  ttoXlp  Tvy^a 
[p€L  Seo]paL  S  vpoop  aKOv 
[<raL  Lva  K^ai  ovros  vpiu  So 
145  )(p]r}<7T0S  €LPaL  TTpoOv 

[prjTai  €]7TL  70V  XoLTTOV  Kai  0 
[l7r7ro6€p]a7]9  aKOvaas  ra 
[7rpo<T7]K]qpT  avTccL  jSeXri 
[ct)i/  TO  XoC^ov  r]L  ot[i]  p€P 
150  [ovp  ?  .  .  .]ct  Avcn[.  .  .  .  v]pLP 
[ . ]€y[.  7ra]pT€ 

[Xa)9  ?  Sr]Xo]p  €a)[s“]  y^p 

[p^is  r}vSa]LpopeLT€  ttXov 
[(TL(0TaT09  Tl]p  T(CP  pL€TOl 
155  [kccv  e7rei8]7j  Se  avp(f)0 
[pa  €y€J^€To]  eirepeye 
[oi;5€  y]ap  eXa^Larop  pe 

[pOy  TOi>P  Vp€]T€pOOP  ^UO'Tt' 

[)(}0iiP  •  .  •  .^ycT€P  apop<os 
160  [UTTO  TOUP  TpL0i\K0PTa  KUL 
[aSeX^ov  KUi]  ^(^prjpaTcop 
[ttoXXo)!'  a7r€a]T€prjfi[e]pq[s] 

[€7T€L  Se  (pev]yct)P  coi^ero 
[eTTiKovpovs]  rpiaKoai 
165  [00?  eTTefLyjrep  ?]  €L9  ttjp  Ka 


Trap  VpLP  KeKOpLCTTUL  Kai 
(j)€vycop  pep  T010VT09  r}p 
175  KareXSoop  Se  ovSepa  ttoo 
[7r]oT€  AdrjpaLoup  eXvTrrj 

[o*€]z^  01^76  Trepi  TCOP  aVTOV 
a[p]appr]pL(TK(OP  evep 
y[ecri]a)P  ovre  Trepi  tcop  aX 
180  X[o]Tpicop  opeiSi^cop  apap 
[Tr]]paTcop  pvp  S  apay 
KrjL  Trepi  avTov  Xeyetp  v 
TTO  ToiovTOV  yap  (f>evyeL  rrjp 
8LK[r]]p  oy  em  pep  tcop'  re 
185  Tpa[Ko]atci>p  (f)evya)p  cui^e 
TO  eK  AeKeXeia?  Se  oppo) 
pepo9  p[€]Ta  T(op  TToXe 
pimp  e[7ri  Trj]v  TrarpiSa 
earparevlaep  ot  5]e  t7]S  tto 
igo  X€^[y  e^OpOL  KaTr]ya\ 

yop  ay[TOP  >cai]|  tt[oXl]tt]P 
vpe^repop  eTT^0L7]a‘ap 
ooo'tI  oipai  Traa\i  SrjXop 
eLpa[L]  OT[i]  p[eio]|j/  pvpi 
195  (l>popeL  rmp  T[eL')(mp  coiko 
Soprjpepcop  [rj  tcop 
Tore  KaOrjiprjpepcop  [ 
oi;5  op[o]ia9  eXTTiSas  e 
X€i  eTr[L  Ta]iy  vperepais 
200  6i;Ti;x[i«i9]  Kai  avpipopai^ 
eira  T[€Xeoy  ?]  cop  [7r]oXiT»;9 
[[/caij]  oi;S[e7rco7r]oTe  avTcoi 
peTapeXri[<T(t\p  o[i^5€  Si 
a  TTJP  riXLKL[a]p  j8[eXTi 
205  COP  yeyepr]pep[o9  avKO 
cj>apTei  Tovs  7roXX[oyy  pe 
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[6oSoy  Kat  7r]ap€0’;(€70 
[)(p77/zara  re  S\pa\iias 
7  lines  lost 


Fr.  6. 

A\y<TLav  Se 

Toy  [Stj/jlov  a7roXaij]^ay[€Li^ 
€py[€atai/]  ttjp  peyc 
(rT[r]u  7r€7ror]]KOTa  Seo 
2  20  pa[L  ov]y  vpcov  <s)  avSp^s 
SiKaaraL  a7royjn]^icra(r0aL 
Avaiov  pepprjpepov? 

KUL  7[o]vTov  /c[ai]  Tcov  aXXcoi/ 

TCOU  ^t[p]7]p€l^COU  €L  Se 

225  p[7j]  T19  ea-Tai  rovrov  avOpco 

TTCOV  Su(rTVX^O‘T€pOS  €C  Ta 

[p€p]  avTOt  ^tai  XrjyfrouTat 

(d)  Agamst 

Fr.  6.  Col.  iv. 

[(paL]v€TaL  [&]a  To\y\  .  . 

240  [ . '\tov  QeopprjdTO^ 

[irpos  ?]  vpa9  [(r^Je^or  nap 
[.  .  .  .]paL  ovTQ>  yap  Sl€ 

[0r}K€  }]p  cocrT€  p7]  po 
[pop  en^LTponovs  eipai  Ke 
245  [.  .  .  a]XXa  K[a]L  rr]p  ovacap 
[ . op]ti  S  eraipm 


6  a  vpa^  eLpya[&]a[ro  .  .  . 

Kai  ray[,  .  .]u[ . 

Copt[ . 

210  apLCTTa  [ . 

pop  Ava‘i[ . 

Kai  nep[T . 

TOUP  aTT[ . 

p€P0^  .  [ . 

215  [.  ,'\p  aAA[ . 

Col.  iii. 

T[a]  S  vpecs  5ooo-€T€  77  tl9 

ro[v]TCOP  epSaipopeare 
230  [poy]  €t  pr]  popop  [[Trepi]]  reap 
[rorje  npaxO^vroap  avy 
[yvco]pr]p  avT0i9  e^ere 
[aAAa]  Kai  pvpl  nepi  cop 
[ap  €t]s“  vpa9  eKTicoaip  o 
235  [o'a]  ap  K^Xevcaaip  yjrrjcpt 

eicrde 

•  • 

npo9  InnoOepa-qp 
vnep  Gepanaipqs 

Theom7iestiis, 

Fr.  6.  Col.  V. 

[ 

[ 

290  [ 

o[ 

J 

Tqp  apayKqp  [ . 

crecoy  ovS  avTos  ap\,  .  .  . 

295  T€L  avayKq  S  av[Ta)L 
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[6€0]lip[7](T]Tm  TpiaKOV 
\f\a  pvas  eScoKa  Slktjp 
Seop  eKTi<Ta[L  0]€o5onfi7?i 
250  irpLp  Svpai  TOP  tjXlop  €t 

Se  pLj]  vTreprjpLepoP  etpai 

Sov^  Se  cocnrep  €4/co[9]  ap\e\v 
papTVpoDP  aTroaT\e\po\^p\€ 
pos  apayKa^opLai  SiKa 
255  ^eaOai  &€opp7j(TT09  Se 

TTpO  TOV  pL^P  rjp  pLOL  0iXoS 
KaL  €TaLp09  VVVL  7r€i 

(t6u9  vtto  T(xiv  epicov  e')(6poi>p 
Tavra  re  irparru  Kai  a\ 

260  Xo  oTLoyp  ap  €iy  e/ze  [cjroX/z?; 

(7€P'  TTpLP  TaVT7f\p  7J 

[pi]p  tt]P  S[La(l)Op]ap  yepe 
a6[a]L  ovTe  7j[p(0)(\T]]aa  ovt€ 
anrjiTTjaa  [to  apy]vpiop  ov 

265  Se  .  [ . 7r]oXi;y  e^o 

[ . ]p  Se  ecopwp 

.  [ . €7rL]Tpo7rrjp 

oizo'[iay  avTco  Ko^reaKeva 
a‘pe[p7jp  pTo  pe 

270  €/cX[ . ]p  TTJl  TTJS  a 

tt[ . ]t€  ore  e^Sco 

K  [avTco  apev  p]apTVp(op- 
Sov9  [5€  Kai  TTjp]  arraiTT} 

(TIP  [ . ]y  tpapTi 

275  OP  €[.  .  .  TTOIO  }\ypepo^ 
T]y7][aap7jp  7r€/3]4epyoj' 

€Lpa[L . ]  povop 

a[ . ]r€pct)r 

rt . ]  •  ^ 

280  €iO-[ . ],  I 


€L  p-q  Trap  ,€pov  7[o  apyv 
pLOP  €)(^€L  SvOLP  6aT[€pOV 
77  Trap  eTepoy  <^a[o*]/f[€£r  ei 
Xq^epai  q  avT[op  to  Trap  ? 

300  €KT€TlK€PaL  T(^L  &€oSo 

TlSqL  €L  p[^]P  T0[lpVP 
Tra[p]  €T€pov  (f>q(TU  [eiX?; 
[(f>epaL\  KaTr[ . 

[ 

305  [ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ . ]•«?!• 

310  [ . je'K- 

[ . ]i^  pq  aTro[, 

[ . ]£  TOKOP  a  .  [ 

[ . ]  v<p  eTepo>[p 

t[ . ]j'a  TOKOP  [. 

315  [ . ] 

e  .  [ . ]cr€J'  TOV  yypL[So  ? 

ro[y  .  .]  .  Tqp  arropiap  o[ 
Kp[eLp]  SeqOqpar  TT[apa 
Se  TCOP  pqPV(TOPT(o[p 

320  T049  a^[L\ovp  5a[ 

peL^^^aOai’  Ka[L\TOL  7r[a)y 
eiKOS  Ta  pep  epa  €[t€ 
pozy  (jvpeKSi^oaOai  av 
TOOL  Se  Trap  eTepoyp  S[a 
325  peL(e(r6[ai]  w  S  ov  ,  [,  . 
roy  avjm  p[,  . 

OPT09  Trap  erepoiz  Sap[eL 
^ecrOai  peya  vp[l]p  t€[ 
Kpqpiop  ep'j)  o[r€]  yap  [e 


1606. 


«’■[ . 

€^.  .  .  . 

J  ♦  •  • 

ii[ . 

oy  . 

285  /t  .  [.  .  . 

t[.  ...  . 

y^fiaros . ]  ttolti 
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330  X^[p]^y^^  ap[Spa]<TL  [€iy  di 

opyata  7ra[ . 

A[i]ay  Spaxlfias . pi} 

<t6ov  Si€\y[a€ . 


Frs.  7  +  45  +  73- 


333a[.]*'o;l[ . 

334  nepi  t|[.  .]ot/[.]a  .  .  [ 

335  /lov  olKueiy  8€tj[6r]vai  ?  .  . 

T€  Se  nept  tov  ^005  . 

[€]7r  €  pOL  OLK€Lm  OVT\l  .... 

[,]at  I  TTp09  pep  ovp  t[o  Trap  € 
[t]€)o|[o]l>  (paaKHP  €i[X7?0€ 

340  [pa]L  TOUT  a  Aeyo)  ap  [5e  .  . 

[.  .  .]  .|oj/roy  apyvfIpQv  ,  . 

[.  .  v^pas  TOP  Qeo[ppr](TTOP  ? 

I^Pt'I^vO^P  Xpr]  [€^€Ta^€LP  ? 

[tTO)]?  €LK09  €(TTtP  r}[ . 

345  [•  -Jr  apyvpiov  ni[p]uS[eiv]  f 
[av]T0P  €iy  TOP  ^<T’)^a[T0p]  klp 
B[v\pop  ^XOoPTa  Ka[L  To]a‘av 
TTjy  [S]ypapLP  €7n[S]H^at 
T04y  ^yOpoLs  kul  (tis)  oi;r[a)]  (T(f>o 


350  Spa  €7r[€]r/D€y€  Trfp  T]vxr][i 
€i  [K]ai  t[4]  ^^aL(f)pr}S  [ejTra 
O^p  nepL  TO  acopa  apa 
Kai  TOP  ^lop  amy[/ca<7fl]r; 
pat  TraOup  €i9  tovt[o  7rp]q 
355  [r)Ko]pTa  CO(TT€  €t  eSv  [o]  7]Xl 
[oy]  vneprjpepov  opt[o9  K]at 
[Ti]y  0VTC09  ap07jT09  0(7T[i]y 
\av\T0P  napaaK^va^^t  [i/ 

[no]  TOty  €x[0]pQt9  yepecrOai 
360  [77  rjiy  ovT(09  acppcop  oaTts 


[ . 

[ . 

[ . 

[ . 

. - 

[ . 

- .]y  €|o[ - 

{c)  Against .  .  .  ylius^ 


Fr.  8. 

Fr.  9.  Col.  i. 

Fr.  9. 

[pap]Tvp[ei 

[... 

. ]  ? 

390  [ 

[7ra]A(j^  t[6]ipup  [co]  aj/Sp€[y 

[ 

[StK]a<TTaL  coy  T7}[p\  pavp 

375  [o"' 

]  _ 

[ 

370  [ep  K]ap^7jSopL  an[€]SoT\o 

[ 

]  papTvpes 

[ 
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[jjLa]pTVpriaov<nu  [v]fiip 

'  ?[‘ 

[cO?  /Jie]^  TOLVVV  0) 

av8p^s 

Ta  .  [ 

[€7rt]7rX€OJ/T€[9 . 

\8iKa&\Tai  OVK  ^yeyofirjy 

395 

[avT](pi  K[o]tPCoyo9 

aK\ov 

Ka  .  [ 

Fr.  lo. 

380  [aare]  todv  papTvpccv  Kctt 

Ai^[ 

]«r?7[ 

[ . ] .  ano8ofi€ 

ov[ 

[u . ]v  ano8oa‘6ai 

■^vi 

] .  €  Kai  [.]^[ 

[.  .  .  T\aVTa  TOLVVV 

0)  av 

• 

400  [ 

Jet? 

[8p^9  8LKa(rT]aL  aKonoyv 

ea[ 

]  nap  €T€pcc[i/  ? 

385  [’■fS . ]h'-  ■  -  ^ 

'[•  •]?[• 

T9[ 

]as  Se  X€i[ 

•  •  •  «  *  *  clS  « 

•  • 

r[ 

]  5taXXa[ 

[.  .  .  TTjv]  vavy  [.]€ 

>•[ 

[.  .  .  .  yfr7j]^L(Ta[or]6€ 

t 

[  npo9  ] .  vXlov 

Fr.  II. 

Fr.  12. 

Fr.  13. 

[ . ]  •  r[ 

]Xov  .  [.  . 

top  of  col. 

[.  .  .  .]t[.]XX[ 

425 

]  •  /K-]  •  [•  • 

43^ 

]  papTvp[ 

[ . ]  •  [ 

]  .  ov  ovTa[ 

]opaL 

[•]"  •  i“[ 

]y  <p(v[ 

l/iaprvpes] 

oi'Ta[.]  .  8LKaj[ 

[y  ]p‘“ 

[.]aj/  St]  tlctlv  a[ 

1  a8iKC09  a 

J  ♦  •  • 

Fr.  14. 

[.]ov[,]ai/Ta  a/D  .  [. .  .  ou 

430 

]y  oLov  ov 

7[-] 

•  [•  •  •]’?[ 

TO)  acpoSpa  jJLoy  [/care 

]aaT€ 

440  8v  €Trj  npoal  ecf) 

(f)pou7}(T€p  [ct)]o‘7'[€  .  .  . 

]  .  .  .  eroXpa 

aK€ 

povXeaOai  a 

0-0 a[i]  ai/T[ 

]  .  npaypa* 

noi7ja‘aa-6[at 

[.  .]a>  5€ij/0T[ 

]roj/[.  .  . 

end  of  col. 

[.  .  .]r€[.  .]yT[ 

435 

]y?[-  •  • 

Fr.  15.  Fr.  16. 

Fr.  17. 

Fr.  18. 

[.  .]or]<rT[  447  ]7-[o]v 

450  ]  .  CT  .  [ 

453  ] •  K 

8au€L^ 

]«"? 

>«"  •  [ 

]«r[ 

.  .  .  eA[ 

]e(pa 

]••[ 

465 

]-i-[ 
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(d)  Misceixaneous. 

Fr.  19  Fr.  20.  Fr.  21.  Fr.  22. 

456  ]tou  457  Trpoy  [  458  ]  TTapai^Oiimv  ?  459 

460  irpot  [O  ?] .  [ 


Fr.  23. 

Fr.  24. 

Fr.  25. 

]  •  [']7?T[ 

]«[ 

'\ov  KaL  [ 

.  7r]apaX[ 

4^5 

]5a)Ta)f  [ 

]T0VfL[ 

470  .  .]  7rX6io[ 

]t7jj/  crvppa[X 

7r]apfxop[e 

.]  Se  tcjhv  .  [ 

]  pr]  TOV  KX7][pOV 

465  ]r]TV  /fa[ 

] .  ai  mo-T[€ty  ? 

]'XPripaTa{v 

]  <pa(TKo[v 

7r]apaaT[ 

]  €t^  TavTr][i/ 

].K 

.]pa9  €5a[K 

490 

]7]U  €KTtCnP  <7C07[ 

475  [ 

To]y  kXt]P0v  a7r[ 

€]KacrTcov  [ 

]at  rr^v  TTaL8L<TK\r]v 

.]i/  Tts  7rap[  pa 

]  OVV  €(pT]  ^€^a[L 

p]TVpa?  €  .  [ 

,]SOKCO  Ka[ 

495 

'\6\ol\i  epoL  StKa[ 

480  ,]p  €LvaL  k[ 

]7[.]  aKov[G']as  't€  .  [ 

,]lOV  OTL  t[ 

]  •  •  [-Iprt 

ai/\ayKr]  t  .  [ 

^o]vXev(T[ 

]r]pev  KaXoy[p€v 

]!?"  Tt  t[ 

end  of  col. 

500 

]“r;[ 

Fr.  26. 

Fr.  27. 

Fr.  28. 

[.  .  .]  ovK  a[.  .  .  . 

520  .  [ 

[.  .  .]  aXX  €L  fiev 

aiTT[.  .  .  rat  y[ 

7r]oA6/xiouy 

av[T  *  .  Toy  t[ 

[.  .]  .  [.]  .  OVK  av 

€txf*'  •  515  ^«T[at 

Sv[ 

505  [.  .]aK0yT09  TOLOVTCOt  5[€  S€L^[ 

Sv[ 

[Tpo]7rm  J7y^?’a[To]  S[l  povs  .  [ 

52s  /3[ 

[Ka]Loo9  ayaua[KT€iu  fi'  T7j[ 

n  .  [ 

€7n  Tcop  7raT[picoi/ 

aTTO  p[ 

_P«[ 
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crTepovji^vos  [ . 

510  pOL  SoKOVCTLV  o[l  Ttt  Vfie 
T€pa  7rpLap€v\oL . 

Frs.  29  +  30  +  28?  . 

530  m . ].  cr[.  .  . 

^|[ . Ifpoiy  € 

TT .  |[ . ]aL  avTov  Tva 

/oa  [ . ^qv  airoS^L 

[.  .Joi  •  I  [•  .  d^TOv  ej'aj^ 

535  ‘TOiy  aA[Xo£y]  y\L\yv(i!i(TKOv 

Ta  pqvov  (a  ?)  d^  a]vTQ)  SiKai 
[q)]?  nap  vp<ov  0|[€]po4  to[.]  .  v 
[.  .  .  ,]v  nco9  yap  |  Svua[T]aL 
end  of  col. 


Fr.  32. 

Fr.  33- 

Fr.  34. 

]  .  €V09  [ 

565  ]  • 

550 

[.]0€»/Ta[ 

]tov  ovro9  Se  t[ 

]ra 

.  [ 

5]4ayo/i€J'oy  [ 

]ap 

[o]vK  €0€X[.  .]  .  [ 

560 

Sia]X€\VK€  TTjy  [ 

lOaL 

ov  yap  ^[4] 

\Ka[tou  ? 

]y  0  (f>acrK(ov  [ 

]pa 

pev  vp[t]y  €[4]cr€4'  . 

• 

]a4oy  €iuaL  tcov  [ 

570  ]y 

555 

vnep  t[o]vtov  [.]?;[ 

jj'  np[o]9  [rjay  €1'lq)[ 

]cra 

[•]  •  [ 

]...[ 

]ra 

Fr.  35. 

Fr.  35. 

Fr.  37. 

Fr.  38. 

[.  .]  .  i'eco[ 

580 

•  [ 

]• 

,  ]Fy?[ 

aTpaTeia[ 

<p[ 

]y  Kai 

595  ](•'  y«p  [ 

575 

KaL  €re[ 

<({ 

]ray 

]TOt;T[ 

crvue  .  [ 

ay[ 

590  ]« 

W[ 

.  [  T€ 

X.[ 

]f/^ 

]f«[ 

X€Vt[ 

585 

] 

]»'’•€[ 

\ai 

600  ]l/  .  [ 

7£[ 


540 


KT 

545  T 


Fr.  31. 

]coua[, 
]yq<rvy[, 
]rpo9  TOv[ 
]  Kai  Toiy  <f>o 
]ai  ayava 
7r]oXXa  y]pap 
]oi  pr)8^v 

]ct)r  <f>pOVTL 
ail(f)L\<T^r)T€L  TCOt  [ 

]?•?■•[ 
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6i 


Fr.  39. 

Fr.  40. 

• 

]r°  •  [ 

Col.  i. 

Col.  ii. 

P]€^aLOL  tt[ 

2  lines  lost 

•  [ 

o]vK  a7r[ 

1 

• 

615  0-[ 

a/jL(})]ial3r]T[ 

610  ]i; 

f[ 

605  ]  a7ro<T[ 

] 

.  ov 

3  lines  lost 

]ara[ 

1 

620  a  .  [ 

] 

• 

«'  •  [ 

Fr.  41. 

Fr.  42. 

Fr-  43- 

Fr.  44. 

]f[ 

]’■'?[ 

/[ 

]^o[ 

M 

]toi/[ 

635 

]K0aT[ 

]nei{ 

630 

•[ 

M 

625  ]Trpoq-[ 

]<B  .  [ 

]vp[ 

]uTa  .  [ 

]§^P  ■  [ 

645  ]  [ 

]f'[ 

]toi{ 

640  ix[ 

]•  [ 

Fr.  45. 

Fr,  46. 

Fr.  47. 

Fr.  48. 

654 

]?■?•[ 

]•• 

]?•[ 

]  ’repi  t[ 

2  lines  lost 

] 

].  0 

650  ]fiOV  o[ 

]re  .  .  .  [.] .  [ 

]  Tore 

]Fr[- 

]Te5€[ 

jra  enLTTjSelLa  ? 

]" 

670  ]rixio 

]?« •  [ 

]u  0)9  a^ioy  €[ 

665  y 

]• 

]«[ 

660 

]ij?  (f{(i,]vr]<Tai[ 

]ce)i 

lar 

J  •  « 

Fr.  49. 

Fr.  50. 

Fr.  51. 

Fr.  52. 

]pov 

]f 

] 

]•[ 

]•« 

] .  €cr7;i[ 

]r  <rv.[ 

] .  1/  Aa  ,  A[ 

675  >€<«/ 

680 

]a)0‘70  ,  [  685  ofJLo]\oyovy[ 

690  ]  .  COL  TOOL  TTCpl 

Vi 

1'  Tvyx[av 

]£l^  TO  a[ 

]fi€llOV  . 

]ovt[ 

]?■«?[ 

]ott[ 

62 
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■  Fr-  53- 

Fr.  54. 

]«‘  •  [ 

]••[ 

]\€L  Tty  .  [ 

]iaiTa[ 

695  ]a6T]K[ 

700  ]  iJLapTva[i 

]••[ 

fiapTv]pe? 

Fr.  57- 

Fr.  58. 

]•[ 

7n  ]f(ra[ 

]a<re[ 

]€;r€i' .  [ 

y  y«[ 

710  ]o[ 

].  *:i/[ 

Fr.  61. 

Fr.  62. 

]r  •  • 

727  ]«»'  ft 

Tpi\npap)^ 

]  .  TV 

725  7rXo]ucria)ra[T 

y  ap 

>•[ 

end  of  col. 

Fr.  65. 

Fr.  66. 

]?•»< 

]•[ 

. 

]  •  ‘’t 

740  ] .  t[ 

745  li’L 

]€pOl/[ 

]"[ 

]v[ 

Fr.  69. 

Fr.  70. 

]."•[ 

761  .  .  .  [ 

]vTOJi  [ 

Xpov[ 

]koj/[ 

TTJV  [ 

760  ]an-[ 

Fr.  55- 

Fr.  56 

]  •  f^f[ 

706  ]fi[ 

]  ov  (j)a<TKCoy  [ 

]  €K€iy7J^  .  .  [ 

705  ]yoy  aXXa  p[ 

end  of  col. 

Fr.  59. 

Fr.  60. 

715 

]  fpy«[ 

]<T7j  7ria[ 

720  ]  .  T€LV\ 

]yop€j/[ 

]/care[ 

]< 

Fr.  63. 

Fr.  64. 

730  yrov  €[ 

]l/rG)£  TT  .  [ 

]ai  TOP  .  [ 

735  r[ 

]ao’Oi;K[ 

]i  apai(r)(yp[TO^ 

]« •  i’ 

X<»cr?]£a5?7y  Af[ 

Fr.  67. 

Fr.  68. 

top  of  col. 

>>[ 

]  .  €XA[ 

]mv  x[ 

IK 

750  >«[ 

755  ]ov  a{ 

]•[ 

n 

Fr.  71. 

Fr.  72. 

765  ]••[ 

]r0(7[ 

] .  01; .  [ 

770  ]0tT[ 

]€T0[ 

]«P‘r[ 

].  «[ 
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Fr-  73- 

Fr.  74. 

Fr.  75- 

Fr.  76. 

]?.'[ 

[.]..[  781 

Sq)  ’?](naST][ 

785  ]  deo 

]«P[ 

]  .  .  6eX7i[ 

]7VP 

775  M 

•  [ 

]7r7JU  . 

y 

]•[ 

780  [.]eii{ 

]?[ 

Fr.  77. 

Fr.  78. 

Fr.  79- 

Fr.  80. 

TJjr  [ 

(rOar  /cai  €  .  [ 

]eK[. 

801  ]^.  .]  TTJV 

790  oi>5[ 

[.  .  ,]fJL€l/0l/  [ 

]i/-  t 

^0L7)(Tay 

- 

795  [•••]•'"■  [ 

]6co 

]i  SrjXov, 

a7roy[ 

[...]...[ 

800  ]7raL 

]*/  PVPl 

Fr.  81. 

Fr.  82. 

Fr.  83. 

Fr.  84. 

805  ] . .  [ 

]..[. 

[•]•[ 

> - 

810  [ 

r 

aK[ 

crTa[ 

]0/i€ 

[.]ypa  .  [ 

]a5€[ 

[5  .  ]re 

]aXA[ 

]  •  i{[ 

820  [.].[ 

Fr.  85. 

Fr.  86. 

Fr.  87. 

Fr.  88. 

821  ^ov  t[ 

]•[ 

top  of  col. 

831  [.]{/.[ 

825  ]av[ 

]  papT[vp 

e7r[ 

7rXrfO'i[ 

]"[•]  •  L 

]af  0  ai^ 

crrpa[r 

end  of  col. 

830  ].[ 

Fr.  89. 

Fr.  90. 

Fr.  91. 

Fr.  92. 

835  OTT  .  [ 

841  cov  To[ 

Tia\ 

Sia  .  [ 

](f>ai/(t)p[ 

Tiai^  t[ 

845  Tea[ 

OL  7rXo[ 

end  of  col. 

840  ]vTCt)L  [•]•••[ 

Ktjy  .  [ 

eia[ 

Fr.  93. 

Fr.  94. 

Fr.  95. 

Fr.  96. 

• 

• 

00 

850  fjLa]pTVpC0V  [ 

852  a[ 

855  ]-TV  •[ 

]  Se  TOVTCOl  77€ 

.  [  TTj^y  npa^iy 

[  “[ 

]<T<pei<^ 

]efi€T[ 

end  of  col. 

]ona[ 
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Fr.  97. 
top  of  col. 

858  ]  7r07€  e7re[ 

0)  avSpys  8LKa[ijrai 


Fr.  98. 

top  of  col. 
860  ]tco  .  [ 


Fr.  99. 
862  a[ 


Fr.  100. 
865  ]ai9X[ 

m' 


Fr.  loi. 

Fr.  102. 

Fr.  103. 

Fr.  104. 

868  ]t[ 

870  ]7}S  opyris  aj/a[ 

]n-o[ 

876  ]UC0L  fi[ 

blank  space 

]as  SiKa^Hy  [ 

]‘f[ 

]o-0//  TTe[ 

?r[ 

875  ]?[ 

]....[ 

Fr.  105. 

Fr.  106. 

Fr.  107. 

Fr.  108. 

882  [.]Xoi;[ 

885  ] .  [ 

]••[ 

880  ysoi 

[•]’•«  ?‘[ 

•  [ 

]’■“[ 

].  /c[ 

[•]••[ 

l‘V[ 

890  ]avra .  [ 

Fr.  109. 

Fr.  no. 

Fr.  III. 

Fr.  1 12. 

891  ]a[ 

]••[ 

897  M 

900  ]pa 

]• »?[ 

895  ]§R  .  [ 

]5€i'a[ 

]aL 

]af[ 

]•[ 

]f 

Fr.  1 13. 

Fr.  114. 

Fr.  1 15. 

Fr.  1 1 6. 

]  •  m 

906  ]av[ 

908  ]i/c[ 

top  of  col. 

]roo4  S[ 

]{«^[ 

910  T0[ 

905  . .  [ 

end  of  col. 

end  of  col. 

x[ 

Fr.  117. 

Fr.  1 18. 

Fr.  119. 

Fr.  120. 

912  ]C0L  7r[ 

]§R^Vf 

916  ]7i  aKT][ 

918  Y^tov 

]K«[ 

915  ]n  V 

]e  a7raTT}[ 

6\vS€ 

Fr.  121. 

Fr.  122. 

Fr.  123. 

Fr.  124. 

920  ]6y[ 

922  ].[ 

]tov  k[ 

926  ]a^ 

].o5[ 

925  ]m  a[ 

]P0L 

J*  • 
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Fn  125. 

Fr.  ia6. 

Fr.  127. 

Fr.  128. 

928  ]5i/ca)[ 

];  Tpia[ 

930  ]a-Tp[aT 
]«<7f[ 

932  >/?[ 

]^‘97[ 

935 

Fr.  129. 

Fr.  130. 

Fr.  131. 

Fr.  132. 

936  ]0f)  . 

]€p  Sai 

938  V  pr][ 

]-f[ 

940  ]WK  .  [ 

942  ] . .  [ 
ji^oy  [ 

Fr-  133- 

Fr.  134. 

Fr.  135. 

Fr.  136. 

i;[ 

945  ]56  Kai  [ 

946  ]  €pav[T 

ne  }]pL€(rT7j[ 

948  ']ap[ 

an]o(TT€prj[ 

950  > . .  [ 

]y  ano[ 

Fr.  137. 

Fr.  138. 

Fr.  139. 

Fr.  140. 

952  €iv[ 
an  .  [ 

p .  [ 

955  a-0a[i 

956  a[ 

< 

958  r[ 

Fr.  141. 

Fr.  142. 

Fr.  143. 

Fr.  144. 

960  jro  a[ 

]r«  •  [ 

962  Jrai  a[ 

]--[’ 

\a\ 

965  ]<»[ 

966  ]a  .  [ 

]y  yT][ 

Fr.  145. 

Fr.  146. 

Fr.  147- 

Fr.  148. 

968  ]dat[ 

]7T[ 

970  ]  .  €  .  [ 

]?■?•[ 

972  ]a  .  [ 

]“[ 

]-.[ 

975  ]t^?[ 

Fr.  149. 

Fr.  150. 

Fr.  151. 

Fr.  152. 

976  ]u 

] 

]<r 

top  of  coL 

979  aXX[ 

980  ]  •  •  [ 

]Tavro[ 

982  ]£  rjSrj  [ 

Fr-  r53- 

Fr.  154- 

Fr.  155- 

983  ]roX[ 

984  ]aT[ 

985  ]“.K 

Pr.  1.  .  .  ,  OVTOS  .  .  .  ro[i/  fie  dlfieXc^f)  ojv  aur[o]{;  [lloXc/iap^^oj/j  d7r€KT€ivap  Kai  rqp 

[ovcriajj/  afpeiXoPTO,  Kai  [ecos  nf^jV  eV  IleipaceZ  w;(c[ro  KaTeXOwv  d7r[o0cp]e(7^ai,  rvi/t  fie  cVe[tSi) 
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?]€t  oufie  T^p  TLfi^p  [aTTofiJovj  TOtff  €(ovr]fX€vot5  [r]a  iavTov  diivarai  k.  o/xtf€0']^at.  Ni/coorpaTOj 
fitfcja^erat  fiera  Aej/oK^Xcot’J  Toj{)  TraXrj  cravTos  ,  .  . 

‘  Lysias  .  .  .  escaped  by  flight,  but  they  killed  his  brother  Polemarchus  and  took  away 
his  property.  While  he  was  away  at  the  Piraeus,  he  claimed  to  get  it  back  on  his  return ; 
but  now  when  he  has  come  back,  he  is  unable  to  recover  what  is  his  own,  even  by  paying 
the  price  to  the  purchasers.  For  Nicostratus  is  prosecuting  him  with  Xenocles,  who  offered 
for  sale  .  .  / 

Fr.  2.  ...  o-]l'XX77(^)[^  . . .  .  .  ava^iav  ^^h^oyirjKo^vTa  raXavrcDP  [oTrefio  Pji'ro,  ^p  avroi  ovr’  a<^[ai'io-]ai 
cvT  dna^oa-Bat  7roX[Xwz/]  ^fx€pd}p  ih{)pa[pTo.  eVc[t]S[^]  r\oL\pvp  peO'  [{/]ywy  ^[€v]ya3p  Avaias  [^xj^ro  Kai 
4i6T[a]  Tov  u/xLrlcpov  TrX^Oovs  KaTrjXdep,  KeXevova-ciyp  tmp  (rvpdrjKWP  ra  ph  ncTTpapipa  tovs  etoprjpepovs 
€X€iP,  TO  de  a[7r]paTa  tovs  Kare^BovTas  [K]o/i/f€cr0ai,  ovros*  avT€  yrjp  [oi5]r*  olKiap  K€KTrjp€POS,  [a]  Kai  at 
cvpBtjkoi  toIs  /ca^Tf JX^oCcriv  aTrcbidoaoPj  dc  ^pu^^  GTroSw^cjt  .  .  . 

^  .  .  and  sold  the  property  for  70  talents,  which  property  they  were  unable  either  to 
realize  or  to  sell  within  a  long  period.  So  when  Lysias  departed  with  you  into  exile 
and  returned  with  your  democracy,  the  treaty  enjoining  that  buyers  should  keep  their 
purchases,  but  the  returned  exiles  should  recover  what  was  unsold,  he,  not  having  obtained 
either  land  or  house,  which  even  the  treaty  restored  to  the  returned  exiles,  or  if  it 
did  (not  .^)  restore  .  .  ' 

Pr.  4.  perd  ra[i)ra]  to([w]i/,  w  dvSp€s  ^iKaarai,  t[o  ^p^iav  rrjs  Ttprjs  7r\apa  Avcriov  Xa^€ip, 

Xe^yoJt']  rds  iavTov  (7V/x<^o[p]aff,  &(r7r€p  tovtov  ^jj(rat'[p]oi'  [fjTri  Tciip  rpiaKOPra  [e]up;;Koroy  dXX  ovk 
d7roX6)[Xe]/<dTOJ  rd  dpra.  Stayo[i^a]KTo£)i/roff  S’  avrov  Ka\  [xaXejTTojff  (pepopros  Trpos  .  .  . 

'  Afterwards  then,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  he  claimed  to  receive  half  the  price  from 
Lysias,  recounting  his  own  misfortunes,  as  if  Lysias  had  discovered  a  treasure  in  the  time  of 
the  Thirty  and  not  lost  his  property.  Lysias  being  indignant  and  unwilling  to  submit 


Pr.  5.  S€ti/o]i/  y[dp  dp  e’lTj  d>  dpbp^s  StKjaorai,  [el  K]ar?jXde(r6)  p[c]j^  as  dd[iK^vp€pai,  rap  be  optcov 
[dyroa-Tepelo-Oe  dSiKoCt'[re]y.  Kai'ro[i]  diKaias  dp  [dpyi^oi^crBe  toIs  eapqpe^po^s  rd  vperepa  ip  rats 
Toi[aujrais‘  (Tvp(f)opais,  7rpd)[ro]t'  pep  yap  ol  TpidKOp[ra  avdep  d]y  eTraXovp  el  ol  ^apijaap'^epoi  pr) 


^aap 


It  would  be  monstrous,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  that  you  should  come  back  from  exile 
as  the  injured  parties,  and  yet  be  deprived  of  your  property  as  if  you  were  the  wrongdoers. 
You  might,  however,  justly  be  angry  with  the  purchasers  of  your  property  in  times  of  such 
misfortunes ;  for  in  the  first  place  the  Thirty  would  not  have  been  offering  anything  for  sale 
unless  there  had  been  intending  buyers.’ 

Pr*  6.  i— iii.  vpip  [Sc  Trep't?]  tovtcup  €mTp€7ro\^pep  ^Koverapras  rd  Avo‘([g  Ka\  ‘lynrodepcrr]  ireirpa- 
[ypeV]a  onoTepap  ^ovXeo-de  [Kpia-ip  ?]  (  ?)  npayparos  \j/r](l)i[cTaa6ai\  irepl  rovrap  d7rd[(T€)p09  l^eX^rlap  ap 

Tvep\  Tr)p  [^perep'^ap  ttoXlp  rvyxd[p€L.  Scojpai  S  vpap  aKov^crai,  LPa  /cjai  ovtos  vptp  etpai 

7rpoBv[f.itjTai  e]n-i  tov  Xomov,  koI  6  [innoBep^aijs  aKOvaas  rd  [TTpocrij/cjoFr’  avTm  ^e\Ti[ti)P  to  Xoijn’di' 

dr[i]  ph  [ovp  ?  .  .  .  .]a  Avcri[.  .  .  .  v\uiv  [ . ]f7r[.  7ra]yT6[Xd)ff  ?  Sj}Xo]i^.  p[e]p  ydp  v[p€is 

Tjvdai^ipopeLTe  TrXov^crtobTaTOS  gjy  Tap  peTOt[caPj  §€  avpcpo^pa  eyepeTo^  eirepepep^  y]op 

cXdxto’Tov  p€^pos  Tap  vpe^ripcjp  apopas  j^uTTo  Tav  Tpia~^KOPTa  Kai  (adcXt^ou  Kaij 

XpT^pdrap  [rroXKap  d.7re(T~^Tepr]p^e^po^s*  enei  de  (pev^yap  wx^to,  ^7riKovpovs~^  TpiaKocri^avs  e7rep\p€P?'^eis  tt]P 
K6\^Bohop  KCLL  TrjapeVx^TO  [xp^paTo.  Te  d^pa^pds  [fitcrx^Xta?  Kai  aarridas  dioKoaias  •  .  .  Qpacvbaiop  top 
’HXetjoi'  di^a  €7rei[[rev'^  avTOP  dvo  ToXapra  7r[ap]acrxfii'  apri  T[o]ur<ay 

ovdepiap  x^dp^tt^  avde  dapedv  Trap*  vp(a^v  KeKopiaTai*  Kai  (pevyap  pep  toiovtos  tjp^  Kor^Bap  de  ovdepa 
TTcdj^Trjore  *ABr)paiap  £Xu7r7^[o’€]i',  avTe  nepi  Tap  avTov  d^p^apippriiTKap  evepy^eai^ap  ovTe  jrepi  Tap 
dXX^ojrpio)!^  opeidi^ap  dpap[rTj^pdTap,  pvp  5’  dpdyKT}  irepi  avTOv  Xeyeip^  vtto  toiovtov  yap  (pevyei  tt}p 
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8iV[i)]v'  OS  €7tI  fliv  Toiv  TiTpc^Ko^CTLOiv  (p€vyoi>v  Ac^ffXeiaff  df  opp^pevos  /^[cjra  t^v  KoXefxicop  €V[i 

•jrarpida  eaTpa^^revcrePy  oi  fi]€  t^s  7roX€<it)[s'  exOpol  KOT^yo^yop  av^Top  icat]  n^oXi^Trjp  vpirepop  €noiT]crap, 
WOT*,  olpai,  770.(71  brjXoP  pvp'i  (ppopel  tcop  t  cix^p  (^Kci^hopj^pipoap  rwy]  rore 

KodTjpr^pcpcoPy  ovb*  6/:x[o]ias  eXTridas  ^X^^  ^’^\}  vptTtpais  ^vtvx  to£ff]  koI  (TVpX^opais^  eira  t[€X6os  ?j 

u>v  [TrjoX/TT/ff,  oi'6f[7ra)7r]oT€  aiTW  p€rap€KT)\(ra\p  o[i<8€  S£]a  t^p  /3[cXn']a)r  ytyePT^pep^os, 

crvKo^cfxjpTfi  Tovs  7roXX[ous'  a  vpas  elpya^tr^a^To  .  .  ,  A^vcrlop  be  X°P^^\  tov  [617/iov  aTToXa/x]- 

(ev^epy^ecTLOP^  tt]p  p€yi(TT\r}P  TzeTroLri^Kora.  8eo/Lia[£  ov\v  vpo>p,  Z>  apbpes  biKocrraij  d7ro\j/r)<pl(ra(T6oi 
Avcrlov  peppTjpepovs  /cot  T[o]i;rou  k\ou^  Td>p  dXXayp  tcop  el^p^rjpepoip.  el  be  p\r}],  tIs  ecrrai  tovtov  dvOpdiTTCop 
bvarvx^fTTepos,  el  to.  [/x€i/]  auTot  jSi'o  X^-^ovraiy  T[a]  8*  Ipels  boacreTe  *  5  ro[v]rwi'  6Li5at/Lioi/€o-r6[poff],  el 
pt]  popop  Tcjp  [Tor]€  TTpaxO^PToap  crvy^ypci}^ur)p  aurots  €^€T€,  [aXXa]  koi  pvpl  rrep'i  hp  [ai/  6t]y  vpds  elcrionatp 
o[o-a]  ap  KeXevcocTLP  yj7i](l)i€icr0e  * 

TTpos  *l7nro6ep(rT]P  vnep  BepoTraLPrjs, 


.  .  we  leave  it  to  you,  after  hearing  the  actions  of  Lysias  and  Hippotherses,  to 
give  whichever  verdict  on  the  matter  you  choose  with  regard  to  the  question  which  of  the 
two  is  the  better  citizen.  And  I  beg  you  to  listen,  in  order  that  both  Lysias,  having  been 
judged  by  you  to  have  done  his  duty,  may  be  still  more  zealous  in  the  future,  and 
Hippotherses  hearing  the  truth  about  himself  may  behave  better.  .  ,  .  For  while  you  were 
prosperous  Lysias  was  the  richest  of  the  metoeci ;  but  when  disaster  came  he  stayed  on ;  for  he 
did  not  in  the  least  fail  to  share  in  your  misfortunes,  being  illegally  deprived  by  the  Thirty  of 
both  his  brother  and  much  money.  When  he  left  Athens  in  flight,  he  sent  300  mercenaries  to 
help  in  the  restoration  and  provided  both  2,000  drachmae  in  money  and  200  shields  .  .  .  (and 
going  to)  Thrasydaeus  the  Elean,  who  was  his  guest-friend,  he  persuaded  him  to  provide 
two  talents  in  taxes,  though  in  return  for  this  he  has  never  obtained  any  recompense  or 
favour  from  you.  Such  was  his  behaviour  in  exile,  while  since  his  return  he  has  never 
given  offence  to  a  single  Athenian  either  byrecalling  the  benefits  conferred  by  himself  or  by 
making  reproaches  for  the  sins  of  others.  But  now  it  is  necessary  to  speak  about  him,  since 
his  accuser  is  a  man  of  this  character :  in  the  time  of  the  Four  Hundred  he  took  to  flight, 
and  making  Decelea  his  head-quarters  fought  with  the  enemy  against  his  country;  and  it 
was  the  foes  of  the  city  who  restored  him  and  made  him  your  fellow-citizen.  Hence  it  is, 
I  think,  plain  to  all  that  he  is  now  less  pleased  with  the  walls  which  were  built  than  with  the 
walls  which  were  then  destroyed,  and  bases  quite  dissimilar  hopes  upon  your  good  fortunes 
and  your  disasters,  and  then  being  a  full  citizen,  and  never  having  repented  or  improved 
through  age,  he  slanders  the  democracy  after  what  he  has  done  against  you  ...  (it  is  just)  that 
Lysias  should  receive  the  thanks  of  the  people  for  having  conferred  the  greatest  benefit  upon 
them.  I  entreat  you  therefore,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  to  acquit  Lysias,  remembering  both 
this  and  the  other  arguments  which  I  have  used.  Otherwise  who  in  the  world  will  be  more 
unfortunate  than  Lysias,  if  his  opponents  are  to  take  part  of  his  property  by  force  and  part 
of  it  is  to  be  given  to  them  by  you,  or  who  will  be  happier  than  they,  if  you  intend  not  only 
to  pardon  them  for  their  past  misdeeds  but  also  now,  whatever  proposals  they  may  make  to 
you,  to  vote  for  all  their  demands  ?  Against  Hippotherses  on  behalf  of  a  maidservant.* 


Er.  6.  iv— V,  7.  [^at]i^erat  ro[C]  .  .  [ . ]ro’j  Qe6ppr](TTas  [Trpos  ?]  vpds  [cr;^]€S6i'  ttop 

.  .  .]yat.  ovTO)  yap  Sie^OrjKe  ?]y  ware  pf)  po^pop  eir'^LTpoTrovs  elvai  Kf[.  .  .  djXXa  ^[ajt  rrjp  overlap 

. op^TL  fi*  eratpip  [06o]u^[i^fr]ra)  TpiaKop^T^a  pvds  eSoxa,  blK-qp  beop  eKTicra^t  ©jeo^ortS//  7rp]p 

bvpai  TOP  ^lOPj  el  be  prj^  vrreprjpepop  eipai.  bovs  be  (ocTTrep  paprupcai^,  dnoar^e^oov^ji^epos 

opayKCL^apai  biKa^errBai.  QeopvTjcrTos  be  TTpd  tov  pev  rjp  pot  (piXos  koi  eraipoSy  pvpi  be  ireicrdeis  vtto  tIop 
epuip  exBpdip  ravra  re  TTparreL  kol  ciXXo  otiovp  dp  els  epe  ^e^roXprjcrep,  7rp\p  6[€  TavTrf^p  J7[p£]j'  Tr]P 
^[ta^opjdi'  yepe(j6\a^i,  ovre  i^[ya);^X7;]cra  ovre  dir^Trjcra  [rd  dp'yjuptoz/,  ovbe  .  .  .  (1.  293)  .  .  .  t^p  dpdyKrjp 

[ . jcrccoff  ou6*  avTos  iip\_*  .  .  .]ret.  dvdyKr)  b'  ai[rw],  el  pr)  Trap  epov  T[d  dpyii^piop  exei,  bvoiP 

Bdr^epop,'^  ri  Trap'  erepov  eiy\.r](pepai  ^  «iT[6i^  rd  Trap .?]  eKTeriKepai  r<»  [Gfo^ojrtdp.  el  p[€]v 
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To[iwi/]  7ra[p’]  irepov  (p^aei  [etXT^^ei/ai]  Kn;i[.  .  .  (1.  3^5)  . t’ov  crvi/et[5o]ro[s‘ 

.  .  .]  T^v  aTrnplav  d/«'[€iy]  berjSrjvnL,  77[<ipd]  8f  rau  prjwa-ovToi^u^  Toh  €;^[^]p[o]tff  d^iovu  2ay€i^[c]r7^at. 

Ka^L^Toi  7r[coj]  ci/cdy  ra  piv  €pa  €[r€]po£5  (TVveKdid^oaOaL,  ad]rw  de  irap^  hipoav  5[a]vttfeo'6[ai]  ,*  a)ff  S* 
ov  ,  [.  .]ros  avTfp  p[.  .]  oirras  Trap’  irepav  Say[«]fea^at  p^ya  {;p[t]y  T€KpTjpLov  epw.  yap 

[€];^o[p]^yei  dy[5pdVi  [(Is  Ai]ovvcria  7ra[ . ;)(£]X[i]as  Spa^^pas  ....  pt]o-^dy  S£eXu[(re  ...  (1.  338) 

TTpos  p(v  ovv  T[d  Trap’  €]r€p[o]a  (pa^TKeiv  €i[XT;0eVa]t  ravra  Xeyco*  ay  [^€ . ]  ,  optqs  dpyvp\iov  .... 

vlpay  TOP  Qeo^pPTjaTOp  (irr^GvBep  xph  ?  Trtu]r  (Ik.6s  tVriy  /;[ . ]?  dpyvpiav  Tre[p]££5[e£y] 

^[auVdi'  T’dp  €(Txo[top'\  Kip6[y^vop  iXOavra  >ca[£  To]Tadrr;y  [d^  tvapip  eTr£[^]€£^a£  TO£ff  ixBpois  j  Kal  (tls) 
our[a)]  (r(padpa  e77[€]Tp6rr€  rfj  [r^vxfli  [e]/ra^ey,  wore  irep'i  rb  aojpa  dpa  kql  top 

iSlop  dpay^KaaB^qpai  Tra^tly  els  tovt^o  Trp]o[j7»fo]yra  et  eSv  [d]  i7A£[qs]  vnep^pepav  opt^os  I  [rt]?  ovtcjs 
dpoqros  oa’T[£]?  [av^rdy  7rapaaK€vd^€T[nL  (mb  to'Is  e*;([^]po£5  yepiaBai  j  [1)  rjt;  ovroos  d(j>p(0'j  oaris  .  .  . 


‘.  .  .  As  he  was  my  associate,  I  gave  Theomnestus  30  minae,  \vhen  he  was  obliged  to 
pay  a  penalty  to  Theozotides  before  sunset  or  else  become  liable  for  default.  Having  given 
him  the  money  naturally  without  witnesses  and  being  defrauded  of  it,  I  am  compelled  to  go 
to  law.  Theomnestus  previously  was  my  friend  and  associate,  but  now  at  the  persuasion 
of  my  enemies  this  is  how  he  acts,  and  he  would  have  dared  to  do  anything  else  against  me. 
Before  this  quarrel  between  us  arose,  I  neither  troubled  him  nor  demanded  back  the 
money  .  .  .  (1.  295)  He  must,  if  he  has  not  had  the  money  from  me,  make  one  of  two 
pleas,  either  that  he  has  received  it  from  some  one  else,  or  that  he  himself  paid  Theozotides 
in  full.  If  on  the  one  hand  he  is  going  to  assert  that  he  received  it  from  some  one  else, .  . . 
(1.  315)  ...  he  hesitated  to  ask  from  me  who  was  aware  of  his  straits  (.?),  but  thought  fit  to 
borrow  from  persons  who  were  going  to  inform  his  enemies.  Is  it,  however,  probable  that 
my  money  should  be  lent  out  (?)  to  others,  and  that  he  should  borrow  from  others  than 
myself?  To  show  that  he  did  not  think  fit  ...  to  borrow  from  some  one  else,  I  will  pro¬ 
duce  an  important  piece  of  evidence.  When  he  was  providing  a  men^s  chorus  at  the 
Dionysiac  festival,  ...  (1.  338)  With  regard  then  to  the  assertion  that  he  received  the  money 
from  some  one  else,  that  is  my  answer.  But  if  (he  paid  from)  the  money  which  he  had 
by  him,  you  must  put  these  questions  to  Theomnestus.  Is  it  likely  that  he  would  have 
overlooked  the  extreme  danger  which  he  incurred  and  put  so  much  power  into  his  enemies’ 
hands  ?  Who  ever  had  such  excessive  trust  in  fortune,  even  if  suddenly  he  became  possessed, 
that  he  was  obliged  to  endanger  his  body  and  life  as  well,  having  come  to  this  pass  if  the 
sun  set  leaving  him  a  defaulter?  Who  is  so  senseless  as  to  place  himself  at  the  mercy 
of  his  enemies,  or  who  is  so  foolish  as  to  .  . 


3.  (TVK^a(j>ap\T  :  cf.  xii.  5  €Tre£Si7  S  ot  TpiaKovra  Troprjpul  pep  kol  avKocpavTOL  oWef  (Is  Tqv  dpxqP 

KaT(aTT](rap,  to  which  11.  2-4  were  probably  similar. 

5.  ovTos  means  Lysias,  as  apparently  throughout  the  fragments  of  this  speech ;  cf. 
11.  43,  81,  144,  225.  His  opponents  are  spoken  of  as  0^01  in  11.  32  and  229,  while  tovtcop 
in  1.  140  refers  to  both  Lysias  and  Hippotherses.  The  letter  following  oi>ro?  can  be 


y,  £,  or  TT. 

8.  [noX€fiap;(oi/  is  rather  long  for  the  lacuna,  but  seems  necessary;  cf.  the  next  n.  and 
xii.  17  sqq. 


9-IO.  T7JP  [ovo'£a]y  a(f)€LXopTo :  cf.  11.  29,  162,  and  Plut.  Vit,  Lys»  835^  TpLaKovra 
TTapaXa^oPTCxiP  t^p  ttqXip  (^(7i«j(p  .  .  .  d(f)aip(d(\s  t^v  ovaiap  ica\  top  ddeXcjjbp  IloX(papxop.  [o£<£a]i' 

could  be  read  both  here  and  in  1.  29  (cf.  1.  44),  but  is  unsuitable;  for  Lysias  with  his  brother 
owned  three  houses  (xii.  18),  and  the  price  mentioned  in  1.  30,  which  must  be  not  less  than 
30  and  seems  to  be  70  talents,  is  too  high  for  a  single  house;  cf.  xix.  29,  where  a  house 
costs  50  minae,  and  xix.  42,  where  a  house  and  land  cost  5  talents.  A  list  of  Lysias’  losses, 
given  in  xii.  19,  includes  700  shields,  120  slaves,  money,  clothes,  and  furniture. 
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II.  eunetpaiei:  according  to  xii.  17  Lysias  went  to  Megara  from  Athens,  and  Pint. 
op»  cit,  835 f  states  dt^yev  €u  Mfydpots.  The  Piraeus  is  mentioned  here  as  being  the^  head¬ 
quarters  of  the  exiles  after  its  capture  by  Thrasybulus.  One  of  the  houses  of  Lysias  and 
his  brother  was  there;  cf.  Plato,  Rep.  327  a. 

1 1—  1 2.  I  cf.  1.  7^* 

12— 13.  a7r[o^€|p]ecr^at  \  01*  ai^aKopi^^^ecrdtu  ^  cf.  K^opt^ecr^SaL  in  1.  1 6.  ay.[  or  at.[  COuld  also 
be  read,  and  the  verb  may  be  intransitive;  but  possibly  ra  eavrovj  which  in  1.  .16  has  a  line 

above  it,  was  added  in  the  margin  of  11.  12-13. 

16- 17.  K[opLC€(T]eaL:  cf.  1.  43  and  12-13,  The  omission  of  ra  eaurov  here  is  no 

improvement,  unless  the  words  had  been  inserted  in  the  margin  of  11.  12-13. 

17- 18.  Neither  Nicostratus  nor  Xenoc[les]  is  known  from  other  sources. 

20.  a(r7r([S:  Lysias  had  a  shield-manufacturing  business;  cf.  xii.  19  and  Plut.  op.  ciL 
835 f,  quoted  in  11.  163-71,  n. 

29.  ovcr]Lav:  cf.  11.  9-IO,  n.  ovcriav  .  .  .  (r]v\\\r}(l)[6eLaav  a^]Lav  |  Sc  is  possible. 

30.  €^b[oprjKo]vTa :  the  first  letter  might  be  o-  or  «,  and  the  traces  of  the  second  and 
third  are  very  doubtful,  but  unless  there  was  another  word  before  the  number,  €^b[opr]Ko]t^ra 
is  preferable  to  e.  g.  [xat  TpiaKo]vTa. 

31.  [a7T€bo]vTo  is  far  from  certain,  especially  since  i  or  ©  can  be  read  m  place  of  i/,  so 
that  the  subject  might  be  singular.  If  [anebo^uTo  is  right,  the  subject  seems  to  be  the^  Thirty 
Tyrants  as  contrasted  with  ovtol  in  1.  32,  which  refers  to  Hippotherses  and  his  associates. 

32.  a(li[aPLa]aL :  i.  e.  i^apyvpicrai  :  cf.  the  contrast  between  a(/)arj?y  and  (pavtph.  ovaia  in  the 
fragment  of  this  speech  quoted  on  p.  48. 

35—6.  Cf.  1.  163. 

38—44.  For  ovTos  meaning  Lysias  cf.  1.  5>  u.  The  context  does  not  suit  the  reference 
of  OVTOS  to  Hippotherses,  though  there  may  be  only  a  short  gap  between  11.  48  and  76 ;  cf. 

int.  p.  49.  ,  r  -I  i_  1  u 

47.  This  line  seems  to  be  corrupt,  though  a[.]  (but  not  a[i/r]  or  any  other  letter  than 

a[)  can  be  read  in  place  of  ^[c].  A  dittography  of  dc  is  the  simplest  hypothesis,  buc  there 
may  well  be  an  omission  of  prf  before  a7ro5o)[cr]i,  and  possibly  [o)]y  §c  av  (jirj)  a7ro5co[o-]i  should 

be  read. 

48.  The  letter  before  pa  can  be  ?,  but  <f)ap]€pa  is  possible ;  cf.  int.  p.  48. 

83.  [€]vpr}KOTos  suits  the  space  better  than  [r}]upr)KOTQs :  in  1.  153  the  spelling  of  r]vba]ipov€n€ 

is  uncertain. 

86.  [xaXejn'o)?  (pepovros  :  cf.  xix.  ^ 

89.  ]uXov :  o]i;  Tov  is  less  suitable,  and  l(pcov]vpov  (cf.  Lys.  Fr.  123  quoted  on  p.  48)  is 

inadmissible.  .  r  t:'  u  . 

92- 3.  ? :  Sojcrta  (genitive)  or  2a>aia\vaKTa  IS  possible,*  but  Cl.  rr.  04,  where 

avmaxvAros  2<»o-](a8)?r  Can  be  restored  in  11.  736-7.  irapcAa^av  [to.  ami(rxm]Top  2(U(Tta[8i)> 
could  even  be  read  here.  Fr.  75,  where  2o>]eria8i)[  is  not  unlikely  in  1.  781,  may  also  refer 

to  this  person.  ir  1  1 

93- 4.  Sa].fio-Tij.  should  perhaps  be  restored  in  1.  93,  but  ].  fit  tij.  i;l[/ifpa.  tij.J  cruyKfi^i€|- 

[prjv  is  possible. 

102.  This  line  is  in  the  same  position  in  the  column  as.l.  92. 

113—18.  Cf.  xxxiv.  II  dfipop  yap  dv  etrjj  ^  (avbpfs)  *A6rjvaioiy  el  ore  peu  ecpevyopep  epaxopeGa 

AaKebaipovLois  %va  KaT€\6a>p€py  KareXOavres  be  (pev^opeOa  ipa  prj 

1 19.  [opyLCot]a-de :  cf.  xii.  30,  80,  90.  With  TOLs  ea)P7ipe[voL]s  ra  vperepa  cf.  11.  510-II. 

124-5.  Perhaps  €|[7r«ra.  .  , 

127—8.  ras  (Tv^v6r]\jias  re  kqi  Toju?  popovs  could  be  read,  but  is  contrary  to  Lysias  use 

of  T€.  Tats  (or  Tcoi/)  av^Or^Kais  (or  -fccoy)  Kara  ro]i;s  popovs  is  more  likely. 

129.  aK^jxoare :  i.  e.  in  11.  3^  ^qq*  probably. 
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129-35.  Either  t]\  in  1.  129  or  .  .]as  in  1.  130  is  likely  to  belong  to  rjfias,  which  is 
expected  about  this  point,  being  perhaps  contrasted  with  r]ou[s]  avTidi[Kov5  in  11.  133-4*  If 
there  was  a  pause  after  ai/riSi[Koi;ff,  the  next  sentence  may  have  begun  rjii^eis  [tolwv]  v^iv.  In 
view  of  the  stop,  however,  at  the  end  of  1.  132,  r]ou[s]  may  be  connected  with  what 

follows,  and  mean  both  parties  to  the  suit,  not  Lysias'  adversaries,  vfxiv  in  1.  134  clearly 
goes  with  e7riTp€7rc^fJL€v  l  cf.  Plato,  A.poL  35  ^  vpiiv  eVtrpeTro)  .  .  .  Kpivai,  There  is  room  for  [fie  Trepij 
before  rovrodv  in  1.  135,  but  irepi  TovTni>v  occurs  shortly  after  in  1.  140. 

139.  [Kpicrii/]  :  cf.  XXV.  10  ovrtos  yap  av  BLKaioTarrjp  Kplaiv  nepi  avrwv  TToioiaOe,  For 

[yp(op.r)v]  there  is  not  room.  Trept  tov  would  be  expected  before  npaypaTos,  but  since  Trepi 
T0VT(0V  occurs  in  the  next  line,  the  sentence  would  be  improved  by  the  omission  of  npayparos, 

1 4 1.  There  seems  to  have  been  an  omission  of  t6  at  the  beginning  of  this  line,  as  in 

1  115* 

Cf.  XXV.  17  oaTLs  yap  rore  ovBiv  i^^papTOv  ,  ,  rj  ttov  vvv  a^ofipa  Trpodvp^aopai 
XpT^o-Tos  €ivai,  fio[^as  or  fio[fcwi/  seems  to  be  inevitable,  for  the  letter  before  o  is  more  like  fi 
than  X,  which  is  the  only  alternative. 

148.  [TTpoa-rjK^ovT  :  OT  [avp(f)€p^0VT. 

149.  It  is  not  certain  that  the  space  (the  width  of  a  letter)  between  tjl  and  ot[l]  was 
blank,  the  surface  of  the  papyrus  being  damaged.  Whether  pev  had  a  fie  answering  to  it  is 
not  clear,  and  perhaps  pev\[TOL  should  be  read. 

150.  v\piv:  or  rf^piv, 

155—6.  Cf.  xii.  43  eVeifi^  fie  17  vavpa)pa  Ka\  17  (rvp(f)opa  ttj  vroXet  e’yei^ero. 

157—9.  Cf.  xii.  20  oufie  Kara  to  iXd)^L(TT0P  pipos  tt^s  ovcrias  eXeou  .  .  ,  irtryxopopep,  xii.  2  2 
peTTjp  yap  dp  Kai  epo'i  tovtov  rdyadov  ovk  eXa^iarop  pepos,  and  especially  Xviii.  2  twp  pep  KaKOiP  ovk 
iXdxLOTOp  avTos  perea^xe  pepos.  The  v  of  ]wo'ev  in^l.  159  fairly  certain.  A  verb  meaning 
‘  avoided '  is  expected,  but  e(t)]vyep  cannot  be  read. 


160-2.  Cf.  11.  8-10,  nn. 

163—71.  Cf.  Plut.  op.  cii.  835!  eTnOepepaiP  fie  tcjp  (itto  0vX^s  rrj  Ko^ofio),  eVel  ;;(^p77cripa)Taros‘ 
a7rdpT(ov  ^p^para  xe  Trapao'x^v  bpaxpds  fiio‘7(iXta9  /cat  acnridas  diaKOO'ias  irepefydeis  xe  <tvp 

'Eppai^i  eTTLKovpovs  epicrBcacraTo  xpioKoctov?,  fiuo  x  eireiCTe  TaXapra  Sovpai  0pacrv8aiop  top  H.Xetoj',  ^epop 
avrS  (better  afixw^  yeyopoTa^  which  is  dearly  based  upon  the  present  passage,  not,  as 
Blass  (op.  cit.  p.  339)  supposed,  upon  the  speech  Trepi  xSi/  ifi/cov  evepyeaicop  (cf.  11.  i77”9  *^*)* 
A  shorter  verb  than  epta^wo-axo  seems  to  have  occurred  in  1.  165,  though  cf.  xii.  59  ^TnKovpovs 
pia-BovcBaL,  With  the  spelling  x[e]Xj7t  in  11.  170— i  cf.  apayKiji  as  the  nominative  in  11.  181—2. 

173.  nap  vpipi  the  traces  of  l  are  very  slight,  but  there  is  not  room  for  vpo)p,  which  is 
what  Lysias  probably  wrote  (cf.  11.  216-19,  n.),  though  later  writers,  e.  g.  Dio  Cass.  Exc. 
p.  66.  34,  often  use  the  dative  with  napd  in  place  of  the  genitive. 

177-9.  The  speech  npos  'innoBeparjp  was  probably  delivered  before  that  nepl  t(op  idi^p 
evepyeaiwp,  of  which  the  contents  and  date  are  unknown. 

178.  a[p]apvr}pi(rK(op:  for  pprjptaKeLP,  which  appears  as  a  form  of  pippri^Keip  in  the  Roman 
period,  but  is  not  likely  to  have  been  used  by  Lysias  himself,  cf.  Porphyr.  VtL  Plotini  13  ep 
fie  TLO'i  Xe^eo'ip  dpaprdpcoPy  ov  yap  dp  elnep  dpapippi](TKeTai  aXXa  apapprjpio'KeTaty  and  P.  Hamburg 
37.  4  (2nd  cent.)  ppTiptaKeaBat,  quoted  by  W.  Schmid  in  BerL  Phil,  Woch,  1914.  1568. 

184.  eni  pep  toup  TeTpot^Ko  o'Lcdp  I  i.  e.  at  the  fall  of  the  Four  Hundred,  when  several  of  the 
leaders  escaped  to  Decelea;  cf.  Thuc.  viii.  98. 

1 9 1-4.  That  two  originally  separate  fragments,  one  attributed  to  the  middles  of 
11.  192-3,  the  other  (Fr.  80)  to  the  ends  of  11.  191-4,  are  correctly  placed  admits  of  little 
doubt. 

194-7.  The  general  sense  is  that  Hippotherses  took  more  pride  in  the  destruction  than 
in  the  building  of  the  walls;  cf.  xii.  63  KatTOi  o-<^ofip’  dp  avTOP  olpai  perd  OepiaTOKXeovs  noXirevo- 
pepop  npoanoielcrBaL  npdrTeip  oncos  oiKodopTjBrjo'eTat  rd  Teix^),  onoTe  Kai  peTa  Sijpapepovs  on<os 
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Ka6aipiBY](T€Taij  and  xiv.  39  7  T<i>v  KaOrjprpjLevoiV  dyavaKTCi.  The  first  letter  of  /x[eto]i/  is, 

however,  very  uncertain,  y,  17,  t,  y,  tt,  or  r  being  equally  possible.  ot[i  o]M[oto]i/  could  be 
read  instead  of  o‘r[i]  with  Kai  instead  of  r)  in  1.  196  (which  as  it  stands  is  rather  short)  j 

but  this  does  not  combine  well  with  ovS  o/i[o]iaff  c'Kmbas  in  1.  198.  rtov  t^ix,(dv  ktX,  seems  to 
be  a  genitive  absolute. 

201.  0)1/:  The  first  letter  can  be  17,  t,  or  o),  but  hardly  v. 

203.  p€Tap€\r)[(Ta]v :  cf.  the  use  of  the  present  participle  absolutely  in  Isocr.  382  c  and 
Plato,  Phaedo  114  a. 

207.  etpyQ[(r]a[To  :  etp7Q[o-]r[at  is  inadmissible.  The  next  word  may  have  been  xa/ca. 

212—13.  Perhaps  mv^TrjKovTa  raXai/Jro)i/. 

216-19.  Though  the  remains  are  scanty,  the  general  sense  is  fairly  clear;  but  in  1.  217 
^av[  would  be  expected  to  end  the  line,  and  there  is  certainly  not  room  for  both  eii/  and  ev 
after  it.  Auo-jtai/  cannot  be  read.  For  [S)7/xoi/  a7To\ap]^av[€iv  cf.  1.  172  and 

XX.  30  Trap'  vpcbv  aTToXap^aveiv, 

230.  The  cancelling  of  rrepi  is  supported  by  X.  2  avyyvdiprju  dv  eixov  avT^  tS>v  eLpr}p€V(ov  : 
but  cf.  ix,  22  VTTip  TOiv  TrcpLcpavdtv  ddiKTfpudTOiv  avyyvd>pr)v  Troiclo’Bey  and  xix.  5^  Trept  be  tqv  Trarpos 
.  .  .  (Tvyyvdyprjv  ex^re, 

239-46.  [8t]a  ro[u]  Xo:[yov  tou]tov  is  Unsatisfactory,  for  the  slight  traces  after  to[v]  do  not 
suit  Xo,  and  if  the  letter  preceding  ]rov  were  v,  the  tail  of  it  would  rather  be  expected  to  be 
visible.  Toj^u^  Tovj^Tou  Xo^yov  is  also  unsuitable,  and  since  this  speech  is  for  the  prosecution 
it  is  not  likely  to  have  begun  with  a  reference  to  a  speech  by  the  defendant.  [bi]a  to[v] 
ay[a)ji/off  rou]rov  is  possible,  but  we  have  not  been  able  to  restore  the  whole  passage  satis¬ 
factorily.  [€Lpr)K€]vaL  could  be  read  in  1.  242,  but  like  Xo]yov  is  not  appropriate,  and  5i€[%e]i/ 
in  11.  242—3  is  rather  short.  With  e7r]irpo7rov9  and  ova-tav  in  11.  244—5  267—8.  The 

vestige  of  a  letter  at  the  end  of  1.  244  suggests  c,  t,  or  v.  K6|[Xet;ei  a]XXa  is  too  long. 

249.  e]€oboTLbr}L:  cf.  1.  300.  He  is  not  likely  to  be  the  same  person  as  the  GcofortS)?? 
against  whom  lix  was  directed,  for  the  fragments  of  that  speech  in  P.  Hibeh  14  are 
concerned  with  a  yparj)^  Trapavopccv  on  account  of  Th.  s  proposals  to  alter  the  p3<y  of  soldiers 
and  arrangements  for  benefiting  orphans.  Nor  is  he  to  be  identified  with  the  Gcofortfi/;? 
xoprjyds  Tpay(pb5>v  mentioned  by  Dem.  xxi.  59.  With  regard  to  the  spelling,  OcoConbrjs  is  the 
only  form  recognized  in  the  Prosopogr,  Ait, ;  but  Q€ocrdoTi8r)s  or  Qcoboribrjs  is  commonly 
found  in  Byzantine  IMSS. 

266.  .  .  .]i/ :  or  e7re](. 

267-8.  Cf.  11.  244-5. 

269.  The  letter  preceding  to  may  be  i  or  o. 

270.  ]ai  can  be  read  in  place  of  ]v, 

271.  Perhaps  to]t^  unless  o]rf  was  written  twice  by  mistake,  ye  is  the  only  alternative 

to  T€. 

272.  av€v  p^apTvprcv  :  cf.  1.  252. 

275.  TToto  ?]vfiei/os :  77,  i,  or  0)  can  be  read  instead  of  v. 

276.  Cf.  xii.  ,35  ?  TTOV  o-^as  avTOvs  ^yqa-ovraL  nepicpyovs  vnip  vpd>v  TY]povpivov9. 

293— 4.  Probably  aTraiTr^^rr^rD^  Or  anobo^ae oas, 

294- 5.  at/[rtX6]yet  cannot  be  read  without  altering  the  text,  though  it  is  the  word 
expected. 

297.  bvoiv  6aT[€pou:  cf.  vi.  8,  xii.  34. 

302—3.  Possibly  [€i\r](fi€\vQL  oi»]k  a7r[. 

312.  The  letter  before  tokov  might  be  o),  but  is  apparently  not  v, 

317—18.  o|Ki/[e«/]  bcrjdrjvai :  cf.  1.  335)  where  these  \vords  seem  to  recur.  But  the  o  is 
lower  in  the  line  than  would  be  expected  and  there  might  be  one  or  two  letters  lost  after  it. 
The  letter  following  Kj  if  not  d,  is  p,- 
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320.  The  exOpoL  are  those  of  Theomnestus  (cf.  1.  349),  not  those  of  the  plaintiff  (1.  258). 

322.  The  V  of  pev  is  corrected  from  p, 

325—6.  Possibly  ovK  [avlrof :  ovx  [ov|toj  is  not  a  satisfactory  reading.  The  last  three 
letters  of  avrcoi  are  very  doubtful,  but  the  following  p  is  nearly  certain,  so  that  7T[ap\ovTos 
and  €^^\ovTos  are  excluded. 

330—2.  Cf.  xxi.  2  €TL  S'  dvBpdcri  x*^P^y^^  AtovvtTLa  ,  .  .  iviKrjaa  kql  avrjXcacra  crvv  rfj  rov 
TpiTTodos  d.vad€(T€L  TTet'TctKto’p^tXtos'  aXjjXaff  could  be  read. 

333  a-41.  That  Frs.  45  and  73  join  together  and  are  to  be  placed  near  the  beginnings 
of  these  lines  was  ascertained  after  they  had  been  printed  in  the  miscellaneous  section. 

335.  Cf.  11.  317-18,  n.  Se  6[  could  be  read.  If  b€7}[6riPai  is  right,  the  next  word  may  be 


rojjrc. 

337.  Cf.  11.  246  and  256-7. 

338-40.  Cf.  11.  298—300. 

344-5.  The  word  or  words  before  apyvptov  may  well  have  ended  oi/jro]?,  corresponding 
to  11.  340—1.  r[7rap;!(oi^[ro]y  is  inadmissible. 

348.  eOT[8]et|  at :  or  which  suggests  no  suitable  word,  though  e7ri[S]r^^at  may 

have  been  written  for  67ri[S]€t|m,  as  perhaps  in  1.  738.  [^]vvaptv  is  also  difficult,  but  the  v  of 
[8]ui/  is  almost  certain. 

349.  That  Tty  has  been  omitted  before  ovt[6)]  is  clear  from  11.  356—7*  Foroi^T[a)]  tr^oSpa 
cf.  11.  418-19. 

350.  Cf.  ii.  79  67rLTp€yj/-avT€s  TTcpt  avrdyv  tt}  Tvxl}^ 

2^1-6.  As  the  text  stands,  there  is  no  construction  for  the  infinitive  apay[Kaa6]TjvaL  in 
1*  353  and  no  verb  for  ojo-tc  in  1.  355.  The  simplest  course  is  to  transpose  oxttc  to  1.  352 
after  but  the  corruption  may  go  deeper ;  e.  g.  oxrre  ei  eSu  [o]  7;Xt[oy]  vncprjpepov  oz/r[of 

may  be  transferred  to  1.  352,  or  totrre  may  be  inserted  there  and  a  verb  added  for  the  second 
cocTTc,  For  €is  rouT[o  7rp]o[7;Ko]yTa  cf.  Dem.  xxviii.  5. 

362—3.  Perhaps  v|[pa)i/  or  (o)u|[Ta)y. 

367.  Fr.  13  is  perhaps  to  be  placed  immediately  above  Fr.  8,  so  that  the  stroke  visible 
under  the  p  of  ]opat  in  1.  437  represents  the  stroke  lost  above  [e?  in  1.  367. 

370-2.  These  lines  apparently  began  more  to  the  left  than  11.  368-9. 

377—80.  Cf.  xxxi.  14  m  OVV  (pK€L  T€  €P*S2pO)7rS  .  .  .  (IKOVdOTe  T(i)V  papTifpcav,  pdpTvpcs,  Here 
the  mention  of  paprvpes  comes  first. 

387.  T?;i/]  vavv:  cf.  1.  369* 

389.  irpos  ]  .  vXiov:  or  possibly  ]  .  vXrjv  or  ]  .  .  mov  or  ]  .  .  vov.  TTpos  'Kppohiov,  TT.  'Apxivov,  and 
TT.  XvTphov  are  titles  of  lost  speeches  of  Lysias;  but  Ap]podtov  cannot  be  read,  and  the  speech 
77.  'Apxivov  was  concerned  with  Lysias'  citizenship,  which  is  clearly  foreign  to  the  subject  of 
Frs.  8-9.  Of  the  speech  tt.  Xvrp7pop  only  one  fragment  is  extant,  ^yhich  is  concerned  with 
an  assault,  and  the  vestiges  do  not  suit  Xv]rpLPov.  Fr.  20  possibly  belongs  to  this  line  ;  but 
cf.  int.  pp.  48-9. 

397.  Possibly  Av[trmy  in  some  form  ;  but  cf.  int.  p.  48. 

410.  There  was  perhaps  a  blank  space  after  aXXa,  indicating  the  end  of  a  line. 

416.  It  is  not  certain  whether  a  letter  has  been  obliterated  after  opto^  or  there  was 
a  blank  space  before  the  vestige  of  the  next  letter,  which  might  be  a,  i.  e.  abiKu  £[  or  a  biKai[. 
Q>  8iKaa[raL  could  be  read,  but  Lysias  regularly  uses  w  dpbpes  dtKaarai 

418-20.  Cf.  11.  349  sqq.  It  is,  however,  unlikely  that  Fr.  n  belongs  to  the  speech 
against  Theomnestus. 

436-8.  Cf.  I.  367,  n. 

440-1.  €cl)a]\(TK€:  Fr.  16,  in  which  1.  449  ends  ]ec^a,  may  well  belong  to  the  ends  of 
1.  440  and  the  two  preceding  lines. 

447-9.  Cf.  the  previous  n. 
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456.  Possibly,  but  not  very  probably,  Kara  Qeofjivrja^rov :  cf.  int.  p.  48.  The  two 
extant  orations  k.  Beofiv.  are  distinguished  as  a  and  There  is  a  blank  space  above  and 
below  ]rov. 

457.  Cf.  1.  389,  n.  There  is  a  blank  space  above  npos  [,  but  the  lower  margin  is 
broken  away. 

458.  The  blank  spaces  above  and  below  this  line  indicate  a  title.  'Yrre/?  Pavlov  wapa- 
v6pa>v  was  the  title  of  a  speech  of  Lysias  according  to  Athenaeus  xii.  551  d,  who  quotes 
a  long  extract  from  an  invective  against  Cinesias,  a  writer  of  dithyrambs  and  comedies,  this 
being  one  of  the  two  speeches  TTpos  Ktvrjo-iau  mentioned  by  Harpocration.  The  speech  Kara 
0€ofoTi5ov  was  also  concerned  with  irapavapoiv  (cf.  1.  249,  n.),  and  Blass  {op,  cit,  p.  350) 
assigns  five  other  speeches  to  the  same  category.  But  none  of  the  other  miscellaneous 
fragments  of  1606  suggests  any  of  these  speeches  as  its  source. 

459-60.  Possibly  a  letter  is  lost  before  a7r€i[.  There  is  a  space  below  1.  460,  but  none 
between  11.  459-60,  such  as  is  found  elsewhere  between  the  last  line  of  a  speech  and  the 
title ;  possibly  therefore  7Tpoa[,]  .  [  is  a  heading  like  paprvpesj  and  not  a  title.  The  vestige 
of  a  letter  would  suit  y,  rj,  k,  p,  v,  tt,  t,  or  v,  and  the  lacuna  between  it  and  Trpos,  if  not 
blank,  is  likely  to  have  contained  o,  since  any  other  letter  ought  to  have  left  visible  traces. 
No  speech  of  Lysias  npos  o[.  .  .  is  known,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  connect  this  fragment 
with  the  title  of  civ  Trepl  rrjs  ^OvopaK\€ovs  OvyaTpos, 

468-83  It  is  not  at  all  certain  that  Fr.  24  comes  from  a  point  near  the  beginnings  of 
lines;  cf.  1.  483,  n. 

472—4.  Cf.  xii.  77  TToXXay  nlcTTeis  avrois  ^py<^  fieSaxccbs,  and  1.  ']i6j  where  perhaps 


recurs. 

481.  Apparently  not  8rj\\ovoTi, 

483.  ]r}p€v  /caXov[:  or  ]r}p  €vKaKov[p€v :  in  which  case  ]r}p  is  probably  not  the  beginning  of 


a  line. 

490.  <t(dt[:  2a)cr[ia8T]L  (cf.  11.  92-3,  n.)  is  inadmissible. 

493.  cf.  1.  602  /SjfjSaiot  and  Lys.  Fr.  310  (from  Harpocration)  ^lkt]s 

Qvopd  eariu  diKa^oi^rm  01  ^rjadpevoL  ti  dnodopepcoj  av  erepos  p€V  dp(j)L(T^rjTTj  tov  irpaOevros,  a  de 
prf  ^€^aioi.  iviore  Ka\  dppa^S>vo9  povov  boOivroi  elra  dpcfiLa’^rjTrio’avTos  tov  iXdyxave  Tr)v 

blKTjv  6  TOV  dppa^Siva  8ovs  rw  Xa^ovTL.  Avcrlas  iv  dvcri  \6yois.  OCCUrs  in  1.  604 

and  ap(l)t\cr^T)T€i  in  1.  547,  so  that  all  three  Frs.  25,  31,  and  39  may  have  come  from  one  of 
the  two  speeches  to  which  Harpocration  was  referring.  In  any  case  they  probably  belong 
to  an  oration  different  from  those  against  Hippotherses  and  Theomnestus;  cf.  int.  The  colour 
of  Frs.  31  and  39  suggests  that  they  are  to  be  placed  near  each  other. 

496.  i€  .  [:  l€p[<ovvpos  (cf.  Lysias  Fr.  123  and  p.  48)  might  be  restored,  but  cf.  the 


previous  n. 

506—11.  Cf.  11.  118-20  Kairo[i]  diKaicos  av  [opytCoi^crOe  rots  ea)i//;/x€[vat]s  ra  vpcTepa  and 
xxxi.  33  povos  817 .. .  diKaioas  ov8’  dv  dyavaKToirj  pr)  rvxpiv,  Fr,  26  may  well  belong  to  the  speech 
TTpos  *JTr7ro$€pcrr}Vj  but  the  proposed  restoration  of  11.  506-7  makes  those  lines  shorter  than 
usual  by  one  or  two  letters,  and  cttl  to>i/  7raT[pHi>v  seems  to  be  a  mistake  for  €7ri  rots  7raT[piois : 

cf.  i.  I  eVt  rots  yeyevTjpevoLS  dyavaKToup 

520-9.  Fr.  28  probably  joins  Fr.  29 ;  cf.  the  next  n. 

530-5.  That  Frs.  29  and  30,  both  from  the  bottoms  of  columns,  join,  as  indicated  in 
the  text,  admits  of  hardly  any  doubt;  the  position  assigned  to  Fr.  28.  524^9 
beginnings  of  these  lines  is  attractive,  but  not  certain.  A  new  sentence  begins  in  1.  533 
with  tiTToSetl,  and  aTroSctl^o)  [r]oti^[i;i/  ajurov  would  be  expected ;  but  the  traces  of  the  letter 
following  f  suggest  no  other  vowel  than  a,  and  a7ro8fi^a[t  or  anod€i^a[s  is  difficult  to  construct. 
The  0  of  01  .  in  1.  534  is  nearly  certain,  but  the  next  letter  might  be  v  and  the  third  is  quite 
doubtful. 
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536.  The  left-hand  part  of  the  r  of  ra  is  missing,  and  there  is  no  external  evidence  for 
T  being  the  first  letter  of  the  line.  There  is  certainly  not  room  for  a  [av  ajuro). 

537-8.  cj)€poiTo  [T]r}v  I  [xopi]v  is  possible.  Frs.  28-30  might  belong  to  the  speech  Trpos 
'innoOepa-qv  :  cf.  11.  I7I”3' 

539-48.  Cf.  1.  493,  n.  It  is  tempting  to  place  Fr.  53  to  the  left  of  Fr.  31,  so  that  the 
tip  of  the  0-  of  ]^x(^)e(r[  in  1.  696  would  belong  to  the  bottom  of  the  a  o(]<T^r)T€L  in  I.  547.  The 
fibres  suit  well  enough,  though  the  two  fragments  would  still  not  actually  join  each  other. 
Lines  544-7  would  then  run  [.  .  .  ,]ai  .  [.  .  7r]oXXa  rjpap\[T  .  .  .  .]X€t  (or  ]a  et)  ns  (TOi  (or  nai 
OL^  pr)b€v  }[•*•«  i^ciOf)K<ov  0poi'Ttj[.  .  .  .  T]^^l(p€(T^r)T€L  Tcot,  which  rcmains  obscure. 

554.  The  letter  following  e[t]cr€i/  seems  to  begin  with  a  vertical  stroke  and  not  to  be  f. 
559.  b]Layop€vos:  the  middle  of  this  verb  is  used  by  Plato,  but  not  elsewhere  by  Lysias. 
^ayopcvos  can  be  read. 

'  601-6.  Cf.  1.  493,  n. 

641-7.  It  is  not  certain  that  Fr.  44  belongs  to  1606. 

648-53.  Cf.  11.  333a-4L  n. 

693-7.  Cf.  11.  539-48,  n. 

716.  Cf.  11.  472-4,  n. 

725.  7rXo]i’(rta)ra[T  :  cf.  11.  153—4* 

735.  \hr]^ai :  the  T]  is  clear,  but  e7r]i6€t|at  may  be  meant ;  cf.  1.  348,  n. 

736-7.  For  avat(Txvv[Tos  2<o(x]ia8r)s  cf.  11.  92-3,  n.  But  Lysias  made  speeches  irp6s 
"A'XKi^tddrjv  and  irpbs  *Apx€^Ldbr)v,  and  either  of  these  two  names  can  equally  well  be  supplied. 
773-6.  Cf.  11.  333  a-41,  n. 

781.  For  2&)]o-ta8j;[  cf.  11.  92-3,  n. 

785.  Perhaps  Q€o\\pvrj(TTos  or  ©6o[fori67?s  (cf.  1.  249,  n.). 

801-4.  Cf.  11.  191-4,  n. 

809—12.  Whether  this  fragment  belongs  to  1606  is  doubtful.  There  is  no  other 
instance  of  a  coronis  in  the  papyrus. 

829.  ]at  o  Av[o-tas  can  be  read,  in  which  case  Fr.  87  would  belong  to  the  speech  Trpos 

^iTTTTodepOTjV. 

858—9.  Fr.  128  is  probably  to  be  placed  to  the  left  ofFr.  97  with  a  slight  gap  between 
them,  in  which  case  the  combined  reading  is  ]Kav  ttotc  e7re[  and  co  a]i/8peff  8t#ca[(rTat. 

865.  Possibly  ]at  o  A[vo’ta?  •  cf.  1.  829^  n. 

869.  Possibly  ]  Av(r[taff;  cf.  1.  829,  n. 

934-5.  Cf.  11.  858-9,  n. 


1607.  HyperidES(?),  For  Lycophron. 

Height  27*5  cm.  Late  second  or  early  third  century. 

Plate  III  (Frs.  5  -f-  4). 

These  fragments  of  a  lost  oration,  found  with  1606,  were  originally  more  than 
6o  in  number,  but  have  been  reduced  by  a  quarter  through  combinations.  At 
least  ten  columns  are  represented,  the  longest  fragment  (i)  containing  parts 
of  three  with  some  continuous  passages  ;  but  of  the  other  pieces  only  Fr.  5  is  of 
much  value,  and  not  more  than  about  100  lines  in  all  can  be  restored.  The  order 
of  the  fragments  is  uncertain ;  but  the  similarity  in  colour  and  texture  of  Frs.  2- 
12  suggests  that  they  are  to  be  placed  near  each  other,  and  suitable  positions  have 
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been  found  for  Frs.  3  and 4  in  combination  with  Frs.  2.  ii  and  5  respectively.  That 
Fr.  14  belongs  to  Fr.  2.  ii  is  far  from  certain  (cf.  II.  1 59-62,  n.),  for  Frs.  1^-20  form 
another  group,  differing  from  the  rest  in  colour.  The  handwriting  is  an  upright, 
rather  irregular  uncial  of  the  late  second  or  early  third  century,  the  letters  being 
as  a  rule  somewhat  widely  separated.  The  script  sometimes,  e.  g.  in  Frs.  13-2O) 
tends  to  become  more  compact ;  but  there  seems  to  be  no  change  of  hand.  There 
were  39-40  lines  in  a  column,  and  ii— 18  letters,  usually  13-15)  aline.  The 
common  > -shaped  sign  is  used  for  filling  up  short  lines,  being  duplicated  in  1.  87. 
Iota  adscript  was  written.  High  stops  were  employed,  these  sometimes  approxi¬ 
mating  to  the  middle  position,  but  probably  without  any  intentional  distinction. 
All  these,  together  with  occasional  diaereses  over  t  and  v,  a  mark  of  elision 
in  1.  230,  and  an  accent  in  1. 455,  are  due  to  the  original  scribe,  as  are  certainly  most 
of  the  corrections  ;  but  the  alterations  in  11.  15?  71,  93,  and  424  were  possibly  made 
by  a  different  person. 

The  oration  was  evidently  in  defence  of  a  certain  Lycophron,  who  is  men¬ 
tioned  several  times  by  name  (11.  28,  106,160?,  and  287),  but  elsewhere  is  usually 
called  ovro9.  He  was  accused  of  adultery  with  a  woman  whose  husband  was  ill 
(11.  180-8),  the  main  subject  of  Fr.  i  being  a  denial  of  the  charge  that  Lycophron 
had  dug  a  hole  in  the  wall  which  divided  his  house  from  hers.  It  is  also 
evident  that  this  person  is  identical  with  the  Lycophron  defended  by  Hyperides 
in  an  oration  of  which  a  few  fragments  from  the  beginning  and  the  whole  of  the 
concluding  portion  are  extant  in  P.  Brit.  Mus.  115.  That  speech  was  similarly 
concerned  with  an  accusation  against  Lycophron  of  adultery  with  an  unnamed 
woman  whose  husband  was  in  a  dying  condition ;  her  brother  Dioxippus,  a 
distinguished  athlete  (Hyperid.  Lycophr.  §  5),  is  obviously  identical  with  the 
Dioxippus  of  1607.  285,  and  the  Theomnestus  alluded  to  in  1607.  219  as  one  of 
the  chief  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  is  no  doubt  the  same  as  the  accuser 
Theomnestus  who  is  bitterly  attacked  in  Lycophr,  §  2,  while  there  is  probably 
a  reference  in  1607.  283  to  Charippus,  the  second  husband  of  the  woman 
in  question  (Lycophr,  §  3).  Since  the  British  Museum  oration  was  composed  for 
delivery  by  the  defendant  himself,  who  speaks  in  the  first  person,  1607,  in  which 
Lycophron  is  mentioned  in  the  third  person,  cannot  belong  to  the  missing  part  of 
it,  though  it  must  have  covered  the  same  ground.  The  Oxyrhynchus  fragments 
therefore  belong  to  another  speech  delivered  in  connexion  with  this  cattse  celkbre 
of  about  340  B.  C. 

From  the  British  Museum  papyrus  it  is  known  that  the  proceedings  against 
Lycophron  took  the  form  of  an  etVayycAta,  which  in  the  first  instance  was  brought 
before  the  brjfxo^  by  the  famous  orator  Lycurgus  in  the  absence  of  Lycophron 
from  Athens  on  military  service  at  Lemnos.  In  the  fifth  and  the  earlier  half  of 
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the  fourth  century  B.  C.  ctVayyeXtat  brought  before  the  bijfjLosy  either  directly  or 
through  the  agency  of  the  (BovXrjy  were  usually  tried  by  the  whole  brjfxoSi  as  e.  g,  in 
388  in  the  case  of  Ergocles,  against  whom  a  speech  of  Lysias  is  extant ;  but  after 
361  the  normal  practice,  as  illustrated  chiefly  by  the  orations  of  Hyperides  for 
Lycophron  and  Euxenippus  and  that  of  Lycurgus  against  Leocrates,  seems  to 
have  been  to  refer  such  cases  to  a  court  of  dicasts ;  cf.  Lipsius,  Attisches  Rechty 
i.  176  sqq.  Lycurgus  is  known  from  quotations  to  have  composed  two  speeches 
against  Lycophron,  and  it  is  generally  supposed  that  one  of  these  was  delivered  by 
himself  before  the  whole  brjfxosy  while  the  other  was  written  for  delivery  before  the 
dicasts  by  the  chief  plaintiff,  a  certain  Ariston,  this  being  the  speech  to  which  Hy¬ 
perides’  oration  for  Lycophron  was  the  reply  (Blass,  Au,  Beredsainkeity  iii.  59).  The 
line  of  argument  adopted  in  1607  renders  it  impossible  to  regard  the  speech  as  the 
work  of  Lycurgus,  and  there  is  some  a  priori  probability  that  the  author  of  it  was 
Hyperides.  This  orator  was  rather  widely  read  in  Egypt,  for  six  of  his  speeches 
are  preserved  more  or  less  completely  in  four  papyri  from  that  country  (682, 
a  fragment  of  a  lost  oration,  may  also  belong  to  him),  whereas,  of  his  con¬ 
temporaries  other  than  Lycurgus,  Demades  and  Dinarchus  are  not  represented 
in  papyri,  and  neither  Aeschines,  who  according  to  Pseudo-Plutarch  840  e  wrote 
only  four  speeches,  nor  Demosthenes,  whose  orations  are  nearly  all  extant, 
is  suitable  as  the  author  of  1607.  Like  Lycurgus,  Hyperides  may  well  have 
taken  part  in  the  proceedings  before  the  hrjfjios  concerning  Lycophron  in  addition 
to  the  subsequent  trial  before  the  dicasts ;  but  the  employment  of  the  phrase 
£  avbpe^  biKaarai  In  1607.  221— 2,  not  £  avbp€sX67jvdLoi  as  in  Lysias’  speech  against 
Ergocles,  is  irreconcilable  with  the  hypothesis  that  the  brjpios  as  a  whole  was  being 
addressed.  Lycurgus  in  his  oration  against  Leocrates  uses  £  avbpesy  o>  'AdrjraLoi 
and  £  avbp€^  biKaa-rai  indiscriminately,  but  in  a  speech  delivered  before  dicasts,  and 
if  Hyperides  was  the  author  of  1607  he  must  have  written  two'  orations  for 
delivery  at  the  same  trial,  one  (the  British  Museum  papyrus)  spoken  by  Lyco¬ 
phron,  the  other  (1607)  spoken  either  by  the  author  himself  or  by  a  third  person. 
The  British  Museum  oration  concludes  with  an  appeal  from  Lycophron  to  a  certain 
Theophilus  to  speak  on  his  behalf,  and  it  is  to  this  speech,  also  composed  by 
Hyperides,  rather  than  to  a  speech  delivered  by  Hyperides  in  the  first  person,  that 
we  are  disposed  to  attribute  1607.  This  hypothesis  is  distinctly  supported  by 
internal  evidence.  Hyperides  was  censured  by  several  ancient  critics,  particularly 
Hermogenes,  for  carelessness  in  his  choice  of  (cf.  Blass,  op.  cit.  iii.  25  sqq.), 

and  1607  has  several  not  strictly  Attic  expressions,  which  seem  to  be  taken  from 
common  life.  Thus  and'nacrdai  with  an  accusative  (1.  28)  and  Trapao-tcoTrai;  (1.  69) 
are  not  attested  before  Polybius,  nor  is  iyeH^Or]  (1.  63,  n.)  with  certainty  before 
Philemon,  (xw/uta  in  11.  32  and  76  is  used  in  a  manner  approximating  to  its  third 
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century  B.  c.  use  as  ‘slave’,  and  it  is  possible  that  hioKiy^a-Qai  in  1.  97  is  used 
de  conatbiUc^  which  would  be  exactly  parallel  to  the  rare  use  of  hioXky^crQai  in  the 
sense  of  TrXrjcrLd^eiv  rdls  yvvai^L  ascribed  to  Hyperides  by  Moeris,  p.  195  (=  Blass, 
Fr.  171)*  That  quotation,  together  with  two  similar  references  in  Pollux  to 
Hyperides’  use  of  StetAey/uiei/oj,  is  assigned  by  Blass  to  the  oration  but 

the  Moeris  quotation  might  even  refer  to  the  present  passage.  There  are  also 
several  other  agreements  with  Hyperides  in  points  of  diction ;  cf.  11.  26, 71-3, 82, 
86-8,  108,  III,  ia8,  1^20-3,  nn. 

Against  the  attribution  of  1607  to  Hyperides  it  may  be  urged  that  the 
British  Museum  papyrus  has  the  title  at  the  end  {a'noKoyia  vn\p  AvK6(f)povos) 
without  the  addition  a  or  and  proceeds  to  the  speech  for  Euxenippus,  and  the 
ancient  references  to  the  speech  for  Lycophron  (four  in  Pollux,  one  in  Anti- 
atticista  in  Bekker,  Anecd,  p.  97)  do  not  mention  more  than  one.  But  the  British 
Museum  papyrus  contains  only  three  selected  orations,  and  since  the  quotations  in 
Pollux  and  Antiatticista  from  the  speech  for  Lycophron  do  not  occur  in  it,  they 
might  even  refer  to  1607,  not  to  that  speech.  If  there  were  two  speeches  for 
Lycophron,  sometimes  distinguished  as  d  and  /3',  the  ignoring  of  that  distinction 
by  Pollux  and  Antiatticista  would  be  no  more  remarkable  than  the  failure  of 
Harpocration  in  seven  out  of  nine  cases  and  of  Suidas  twice  to  state  which  of  the 
two  speeches  of  Lycurgus  they  meant  by  /card  AvKo'c^poi/os.  Moreover  the  title 
of  1607  may  have  been  something  different  from  viikp  AvKo^povo^  /3'.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Pseudo-Plutarch  849  d  Hyperides  composed  77  speeches,  of  which  52 
were  genuine.  The  titles  of  nearly  70  are  known,  and  none  of  these  is  at  all 
suitable  for  identification  with  1607,  except  possibly  a  speech  which  is  vaguely 
described  by  Pollux  as  o-wr^yopiKos,  But  the  scholiast  on  Aeschines,  De  falsa  leg, 
§18,  gives  the  number  of  Hyperides'  orations  as  170,  and  though  the  figures 
assigned  by  this  scholiast  to  the  speeches  of  the  orators  are  in  general  less  trust¬ 
worthy  than  those  of  Pseudo-Plutarch,  and  in  some  cases  (e.  g.  in  regard  to  Lysias 
and  Isaeus)  certainly  corrupt,  the  figure  77  for  Hyperides  may  well  be  too  small, 
while,  even  if  correct,  it  leaves  a  small  balance  of  unknown  speeches,  of  which  1607 
may  have  been  one.  That  Athenian  advocates  sometimes  composed  two 
orations  for  delivery  by  different  speakers  at  the  same  trial  is  known  from  the  two 
extant  orations  of  Lysias  against  Alcibiades,  of  which  the  second  is  not  a  reply 
by  the  speaker  of  the  first,  and  is  not  parallel  to  the  second  speech  of  Demosthenes 
against  Aphobus ;  cf.  Blass,  cit,  i.  492.  Though  open  to  some  difficulties,  the 
view  that  1607  passed  in  Egypt  as  the  composition  of  Hyperides  offers  the  most 
satisfactory  explanation.  Whether  it  was  actually  genuine  is  more  doubtful, 
in  view  of  Pseudo-Plutarch’s  rejection  of  one-third  of  the  speeches  assigned  to 
Hyperides.  While  the  first  oration  of  Demosthenes  against  Stephanus  is 
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generally  regarded  as  authentic,  the  second  is  not ;  cf.  Blass,  op*  cit.  iii.  409  sqq., 
472-5.  But  against  the  hypothesis  that  1607  is  a  later  composition  ascribed 
to  Hyperides  must  be  set  the  apparent  mention  in  11.  218-20  of  two  individuals, 
Anaschetus  and  Criton,  who  are  known  from  an  inscription  of  340  B.  c.,  the 
approximate  date  of  the  British  Museum  speech. 

We  are  indebted  to  Mr.  Lobel  and  Dr.  Hude  for  several  good  suggestions 
in  the  restoration  of  this  papyrus. 
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vH 

>•[ 

]a 

ovv  €(tt[l . . 

Ta7r[ 

]•[ 

320  ]o 

(TKCOP*  . 

365  X€«[ 

]  .  a 

TOP'  Ka[ . 

Fr.  20. 

] 

eX€i^0€[p . 

Fr.  17. 

]•[ 

] 

345  )“?'[.]  •  [ . 

385 

]ap[.]  .  [ 

] 

paKCo[ . 

]<rcr[ 

]V*'  h[ 

325  ] 

TOS*  [ . 

].6.[ 

]  .  €t  TOIS  .  [ 

] 

. 

l-.K 

Jcrar  77 i[ 

] 

•  [ . 

370  ]j^‘  •  [ 

]VT0P  €[ 

] 

350  Cvf  • [ . 

]?  «?[ 

390 

]  •  • 

] 

TO  ,  [ . 

]f«[ 

]r«[ 

end  of  col. 


Fr.  21. 

Fr.  22. 

Col.  i. 

Col.  ii. 

]••[ 

[• 

. ]  7roi7)(Ta(T 

]  UTTO  T0V[ 

[• 

. ]TLap  ye 

Tra  }]poLpeLO‘6[aL  ? 

[• 

. Trjpoy  avTovs 

'\tov  to[ 

395  [• 

. ]y/i[a]Toy 

415  Yiai  .  .  [ 

[• 

. e]KeL[p]ov 

]i/€(T0a<  [ 

[• 

. K]aTao‘Kev 

>?[•]  •  •  [ 

r 

L- 

. ]a6etp 

[• 

. ]tov  .  [ 

Fr.  23. 

400  [. 

. ]kov(t  .  [ 

]V^9[ 

[• 

. ]ot  nepL 

]  eTruS[ri 

[• 

. 

420  ]7rapoi^ 

[• 

. 

•  •  ♦ 

]y  Kai  7ra(T[r]9 

[■ 

. ] 

CO 

0 

]o-VP7j^  .  [ 

405  [• 

....  np]orip€i 

Ta[ 

]  .  crai  p[ 

G  2 
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430 


435 


]^-[ 

M 


Fr.  29. 

] .  01; .  [ 

]»/€[ 

455  ]  0  5e  [ 

]riv  TO  .  [ 

] .  lov^  avraarl 
]  .  Soi  T  ,  .  [ 
jj'oy  /lei' .  [ 
460  ]ta  evXa  ,  f 

J«  u 


]a<n  .  [ 

]f‘?[ 

Fr.  30. 

] . .  0  .  . 

]«£.  cocrre  •  [, 

]t7]1>  t[. 

465  o]i/56£y  ecTTii/ 
end  of  col. 


466 


Fr.  31. 

]l/0 


425 


]?  “!’■]]  •  [ 

]  • 

]<pTj[ 


Fr.  24. 

Fr.  35  (top). 

Fr.  37  (top) 

]"[ 

445  M 

]Sri  .  [ 

]7r€  .  [ 

XoyT][ 

]tov  .  [ 

]«?■[ 

/irjSe  [ 

]pov[ 

440  Jo-oy  Se  [ 

]ay5 ,  [ 

Fr.  28. 

]pri(Ta[ 

Fr.  26. 

]?•  [ 

]5at'4[.]_£T[ 

4-1 1  ]a7rL<T[  ' 

>e.[ 

]  .  avTo[  • 

]pea[ 

450  ]7V[ 

]  nepi  [ 
]i^av[ 

Fr.  32. 

]?[ 

470  .  [ 

]•  f[ 

] .  6epa[7raiy 

']'•  ?[ 

]•< 

Fr-  33- 


]  S€  Tai9  .  [ 

]  TTpOf 

475  ]■ 

end  of  col. 

]-x-- 

] 

Fr.  34. 

Fi-  35- 

Fr.  36. 

Fr.  37. 

Xa[ 

]•[ 

]?/“«[ 

(rv[ 

]‘-[ 

490  M 

]« •  [ 

*  [  485 

M 

495  M 

5  0[ 

]■"[ 

H 

?[ 

M 

r[ 

]•[ 

Fr.  38, 
496  ]ao{ 

]f’^[ 
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8^ 


Fr.  39. 

498  ] . .  .  [ 

]l  rois  •  [ 
end  of  col, 

Fr.  44. 

508  ]r€T[ 


Fr.  40. 

500  M 
]•«:[ 

Fr.  45. 
509  ]vo[ 


Fr.  41. 
502  ] .  t[ 

]r[ 


Fr.  42. 

]••[ 

505  ]p-70[ 


Fr.  46. 
510  ]7r[ 


Fr.  43. 
506  ] .  »'?[ 
]•[ 

Fr.  47. 

51 1  ]-n[ 


Fr.  1.  (i)  .  .  .  TovTo  a,[o]pC^  QL  Tou  [rot;(oji^  Trpos  T7]u  ^apOp'^coTTOV  opiXias  [erejicci'  ovBapa^ 
^lO'^aifov  i(TTiv,  00x6  ya[p]  (Trpos)  tovs  irporepov  outw  X^LTovpyovvras  kcu  Tiav  o  ti  K6X€v[ot]  irpoBv- 
pas  vTTopiPovras  dtrjpfx^^  debrjXfOKCP,  ovff  on  ycpopeprjs  TTpas  avTov  ayj/ipaxias  iK€iPoi  rr/p  XP^'^^^ 

\a\rr€L7raPT0^  oS^p  6  AuKOC^pcov  eVt  to  top  toTlxop  Biopv^at  KaTr]7r[€LxO]r}y  pr)K€TL  [twi/]  o-aj[p]ara)j/  [ . 

o]/iotoi)9  Te[.  .  .  (ii)  .  .  .  .lo-^ai  ovk  op  Sta)[p]u^6  rov  toI;^oi^.  7ro[^]ey  yap  ap6pa)7Tos  [pJj^Sfy  Karenei- 
yo[/Li]eyos  dXX’  6;(o)y  ttjp  [t^^^ovo-iay  Ka\  rd  Trap*  eKeiprjs  ei8epai  Kai  ra  Trap'  avrov  'Kiyeip  [A:]ai  .  .  . 
(1-  55)  KCkt  To^vTW  odSf^^TTo^?*  6  Xp^epT^s  ?  QiKiap  aTT^etTrey  ?j  Kai  pr^p  aSvy^aroJv  y€  ^tX^^  to^ip  to  tos 

0€paiTaipas  avrrjs  Trpbs  tovtop  8ia(j)€p€(Tdat»  tis  [yjdp  ap  ovrcos  eyepijBfj  dpao'cia  cocttc  tj  to  irapa  tovtov 
prjdepra  rj  Ta  Trap'  eKciprjS  TTpbs  tovtop  7rG[pa]o-t<y7r^o-at  Trjs  i6/a[s]  cxdpas  [eyjem ;  7rpd[;|^]ei[po?  Sc]  ?y  6 
/icty[Si'yoff.  61  ?  pjcy  ydp  .  .  .  (iii)  arrep  ovtol  7r[po0^6y  ?]ro.  pvp  S’  6’K[6]ry[o]y  peu  iapcop  *:q[^  ]  VTTcp^o- 
\f)P  do-^[6]ydjf  SiaK6ip6y[o]y,  Tavrrjp  Se  t\^p  t]))?  o[t]</a9  p[6]XXoi;o-ay  KvpL€V€^i^v  7r[o]Xv  TTpd  b(p9akpo3P 
dycXdpjSayoy,  p^  TraOoPTOS  n  rourou  Tipapiav  VTroG'x<ba-LP  wp  dyT67r[pa]^ay.  qvkovp  o0t[6  S]i(o)pvx^^yai 
Toy  to7xop  vtto  toutov  TnQavbvy  ovt€  elSdei,  KaSaTT^e^p  Xe'yci,  rai?  depajraipaLS  StaXeyco-^at.  T[tyos]  yap 
€P€K€P ;  [n?  Trpd?]  avrbp  T[a0Ta?]  8i€P€x[BriPai  cSci  (?)],  op  cj) L\o[(f> pope (tt€ pop?]  8r}  ttjs  [Seo'^ro/y^jj  ?] 
Trpoa-epe^^popeprjs  a0]rw  .  .  . 

‘  That  he  dug  through  the  wall  for  the  sake  of  intercourse  with  the  woman  is  not  at  all 
credible.  For  the  accuser  has  not  shown  either  that  he  quarrelled  with  the  persons  who 
were  in  his  service  and  readily  submitted  to  any  of  his  orders,  or  that  owing  to  an  altercation 
with  him  they  renounced  their  intimacy,  in  consequence  of  which  Lycophron  w^as  reduced 
to  digging  through  the  wall,  since  the  servants  were  no  longer  .  .  . 

...  he  would  not  have  dug  through  the  wall.  For  why  should  a  man,  who  was 
not  in  straits,  but  in  a  position  both  to  get  news  from  her  and  to  send  messages  from 
himself,  ,  .  ,? 

.  .  .  and  Chremes  never  forbade  him  the  house  (.^).  Moreover  that  her  maids  quarrelled 
with  him  was  as  good  as  impossible.  For  which  of  them  could  have  become  so  bold 
as  to  pass  over  in  silence  either  his  messages  to  her  or  her  messages  to  him  for  the  sake  of 
private  enmity  ?  The  danger  was  close  at  hand ;  for  .  .  .  But,  as  it  was,  they  saw  that  he 
was  in  an  excessively  weak  state,  while  she  who  was  about  to  become  the  owner  of  the 
house  was  kept  before  their  eyes,  for  fear  that  if  anything  happened  to  him  they  would 
suffer  punishment  for  their  revenge.  It  is  therefore  incredible  that  Lycophron  dug 
through  the  wall,  and  he  was  not  in  the  habit,  as  stated  by  the  accuser,  of  conversing 
with  the  maidservants.*  Why  should  he  have  done  so  ?  What  need  was  there  for  them^  to 
quarrel  with  him  when,  their  mistress  being  on  quite  familiar  terms  with  him,  they  .  *  .? 

Fr,  5.  212  TLCTLP  OVP  T6/Cp^17]piOIS“  p|^p)/0’ap6^y0s]  TOVTOVS  KcXcV^Ct]  KOTahlKa^eiP ; 

Ata,  Tal[s  Tap]  Krjbearap  p[apry]ptats  *Ayao-xcT[ou]  Ka\  eeopp^(TT[ov  xai]  KpiVwyoj,  as  >caX[ws]  6^oy  iariPy 
5)  ^[p]8p€9  biKaa-Taiy  p[r}]  Trap€p[yas]  6^6[Td]o-ai.  ttjp  [yd]p  oX;?[y  >ca]r7;^opt[ay]  eK  ro[.  .  .  ^  ^ 

‘  On  what  proofs  then  does  he  rely  when  he  bids  them  (sc.  his  fellow-citizens)  give 
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a  verdict  of  guilty  ?  He  relies  forsooth  on  the  evidence  of  his  relatives  by  marriage,  Anas- 
chetus,  Theomnestus,  and  Criton,  \Yhich  it  is  your  duly,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  to  examine 
with  special  care.  For  the  whole  accusation  (depends)  on  ’ 

1 8.  \ni&\(ivov'.  cf.  11.  94 j  236. 

19.  (Trpof) :  cf.  11.  61—2. 

24.  8€br]\ci)K€v :  the  subject  is  o  Kar^yopos^  sc.  Ariston ;  cf.  int.  p.  7^* 

26.  ayjripaxias:  cf.  Aeschin.  Defals.  leg.  176.  dyj/ipaxe'ir  is  quoted  from  Hyperides  by 
Antiatticista  ap.  Bekk.  Anecd.  79.  12. 

30-1.  KaTr)n[€ix^]r} :  cf.  1.  43. 

32.  (ra)[ft]ar6)i/ :  cf.  1.  ^6  and  int.  p.  ^6. 

33.  T6[:  or  Tp[.  The  second  letter  may  have  been  corrected. 

48.  ] .  ovff :  e  or  p  can  be  read  instead  of  o. 

53-4.  r7;XiKo[uroff  ?  <d]v  :  the  reference  might  be  to  the  age  of  dying  husband  (cf.  11.  80-3 
and  int.) ;  but  it  seems  more  likely  that  he  is  the  subject  not  of  jaro  in  1.  55  but  of  the  verb 
in  1.  58,  and  that  Lycophron  is  the  subject  as  far  as  1.  55.  In  that  case  the  point  of 
Ko[tJTos  would  be  that  Lycophron  was  over  50  years  of  age  when  the  trial  took  place,  an 
argument  used  in  his  defence  on  the  charge  of  adultery  in  Lycophr.%  15. 

56*-8.  The  restorations  are  highly  conjectural,  but  oxp[  looks  like  a  proper  name,  and 
a  mention  of  the  husband,  whose  name  is  unknown,  but  who  is  called  Ikcwos  in  1.  80,  is  very 
appropriate  here.  Ta[vTr)i  is  inadmissible  in  1.  56. 

63.  €y€vr}er):  this  form,  which  is  common  in  the  third  century  b.c.,  occurs  in  the  MSS. 
of  Plato,  Phileh.  bad  i^cyevljer}  rjpTiv  {€^€y€U€6*  Tjplu  Stallbaum),  and  in  two  fragments  of 
Philemon;  cf.  Lobeck,  Phryn.  109,  and  int.  p.  76. 

69.  7ra^pa^(Ti(i>7rr}(Tai :  cf.  int,  p.  ^6. 

71-3.  7rpo[x]€i[pos  Se]  r]p  o  :  cf.  Hyper.  Epitaph.  17  etj  to  Kivbvpcvciv  [7rp]ox€tp<o5. 

73.  €1?  p]€P  yap :  p€p  is  required  to  balance  pvp  fie  in  1.  80,  but  may  have  come  in  1.  76. 

76.  (Tco^paTa:  cf.  1.  32. 

77—9.  ]tt€ip  is  perhaps  fitopojrreti/  (cf.  11.  14,  30,  92)  and  ]vyr}p  might  be  biop]vyr)p  or 
bacp]vyr)p,  though  neither  form  is  classical,  the  best  MSS.  in  Dem.  vih  40  having  diopvxr).  But 
7r[pov6€v]TOj  if  that  is  the  right  restoration,  does  not  fit  in  very  well  with  a  reference  to  digging 
through  the  wall,  ovrot  are  the  o-wpara. 

80.  eK[e]ii/[o]i/ :  cf.  11.  56-8,  n.  The  first  husband  of  the  woman  is  similarly  alluded  to 
in  Lycophr.  xlvi  cTrejifi^  €Ve[XeuT7?o-ei/  eVjetvoff  and  xlvii  eWi/o?  [/cvoCjtrai/  TTIP  yvpa\lKa^  e^]  avrov 
KaTa'Ki\\om€]p.  ficp  already  projects  for  some  distance  into  the  margin,  and  there  is  no  room 
for  [av  after  it,  if  ap  ikap^apop  be  read  in  1.  87  ;  cf.  n.  ad loc. 

82.  a(T  pci)S  BiaK€Lp€p[oy :  cf  Lycophr.  §17  anopm  biaKeipepovs. 

86-8.  TTpo  0(l>6a}<pQ}p  apeXap^apopl  cf.  Epitaph.  1 7  npo  ocpOaXpwp  opapcpa  avTois  ra  fieti/d, 
and  Polyb.  ii.  35  \ap^dp(DP  npo  d^^aXpwv  to  TTopddo^op  Td>p  Tore  yepopepcov.  There  seems  to  be 
no  instance  of  dpa\ap^dp€ip  with  irpo  6<p6a)<pa)Py  but  with  the  division  ap  iKap^apop  it  is  necessary 
to  suppose  the  omission  of  av  in  1.  80. 

97.  fiiaXfyeo'^at :  cf.  int.  p,  77* 

98.  The  supposed  stop  after  €PfK€P  might  be  the  beginning  of  t.  For  the  supplements 
in  11.  98-100  cf  11.  60-2. 

108.  pr)  Ai[a:  cf  1.  216,  De7?iosth.  i.  7,  Euxenip.  12,  14,  27. 

III.  vneXa^c :  a  favourite  word  of  Hyperides,  occurring  ii  times  in  his  speeches. 

128.  biapprj^br)P  l  cf,  AthcilOg.  lO,  16. 

159-62.  It  is  very  doubtful  whether  Fr.  14,  containing  the  supposed  ends  of  these 
lines,  is  rightly  placed  here,  for  the  colour  of  it  is  different,  especially  on  the  verso  (cf  int. 
p.  74),  and  at  a  junction  with  the  upper  margin  of  Fr.  2,  which  becomes  necessary,  the 
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fibres  of  the  recto  do  not  harmonize  very  well.  01  fi[ia6]ov  diKa\CovT€s  is  too  short.  oifx[aL  is 
possible,  and  ov  may  be  the  negative. 

170-1.  Fr.  3  seems  to  be  rightly  placed  here.  kqS  v[7r€p/3o)^]ju  is  not  unlikely  in  I.  171 ; 
cf,  1.  81. 


198.  This  line  was  probably  the  last  of  the  column,  which  is  already  slightly  longer 
than  usual  (40  lines  compared  to  39  in  Fr.  i). 

199-200.  Cf.  11.  1 70-1,  n. 

201-4.  Fr.  4  almost  certainly  belongs  to  11.  224-7. 

208.  TOfi€Pov:  the  last  two  letters  are  very  doubtful;  but  cf.  1.  205.  TOfKvrjv  cannot  be 

read. 


218-20.  The  very  rare  name  ‘Arao-x^Tos  occurs  also  in  C.  I.  A.  ii.  804  Ba  (’Ai'. 
Ar}ixoT€\ov9  "AXaievs)  in  a  list  of  Sureties  in  340  b.c.  for  some  triremes  supplied  to  the 
Chalcidians,  the  preceding  name  being  Kpircov  Aoruoxou  KvdaBrjvaiev^,  who  is  also  mentioned  in 
C.I.A,  ii.  807,  and  included  among  the  /cdXA torot  twi/ttoXitoii/ by  Aeschin.  Contra  Tunarch,  156. 
Probably  these  two  persons  are  identical  with  ’Ai/dcrxeros  and  Kpirav  here.  For  ©cd/xj^o-ros 
cf.  Lycophr.  §  2  to  5'  apyvpiov  Oeo^^pvrj^o-Ta  8id(o(riv  (sc.  Ariston)*  €K€7vos  Se  Xap^aPiav  dp^panoba 
dyopu^ciy  /cat  itapt^u  ^anep  tois  Xr^orais  eTriaiTiapop,  /cat  didcocri  tovt(o  vncp  iKaarov  too  dp^ipoTTodov 
d^oXov  tjpepa^y  ottcds  dv  ^  dSdpuTos  a^vKo^dvrqs . 

2  20—1.  /caX[ti)ff]  6X0*' I  cf.  Penwsth,  viii.  22  /caX^y  [^x^t*'  too] '^ApTTaXoi'  [eySodoai  t])7o  ttoXiPj 

Lycophr »  §  ^  ^  t^vto  ncos  /caXSs-  6X61  ore  pep  .  .  .  rqp  Kartjyopiap  7rai^(ra(r6ai. 

222—3.  //[/y]  7rap6p[ycoff]  e^€[Ta]o-ai :  cf.  Athenog^  1 3  Tovy  t6  popovs  e^erd^eiv  .  . .  ndpepya  toXXo 
TTCiPTO  TTOirjcrdpepop, 


228-31.  It  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  these  are  the  beginnings  of  lines. 

236.  7riB[  apop  :  cf.  1.  18. 

283.  [Tjcot  Xa[pt7r]7ra)[t] :  the  traces  of  the  supposed  tto)  are  very  slight  and  indecisive,  but 

a  mention  of  Charippus,  to  whom  Dioxippus  gave  his  sister  in  second  marriage,  and  who 
figures  largely  in  the  charges  discussed  in  Lycophr,  §§  3-7,  is  very  appropriate  ;  cf.  int.  p.  75. 
oySooTa  or  npo  rav  eydavvai  is  to  be  Supplied  at  the  end  of  the  preceding  column  ;  cf.  Lycophr, 
§  5  /cat  yap  ovro^  (sc.  Dioxippus)  ^KoXov^ei  did  to  eydidoaBai  avrrjp, 

284.  cjis  [o]Xv[p7riao :  it  is  not  certain  that  any  letter  is  missing  in  the  lacuna  after  cjts, 
and  the  following  vestiges  would  also  suit  av[  or  aT[  or  possibly  tcr[,  but  Dioxippus  was 
victorious  as  a  pancratiast  at  Olympia  according  to  Plin.  PPat,  Hist,  xxxv.  139  and  others. 
The  date  assigned  to  his  victory  by  Foerster,  Olymp,  Sieger j  no.  381,  is  336  b.c.,  but  there 
is  no  very  definite  evidence  for  fixing  the  year,  except  the  fact  that  Dioxippus  went  to  Asia 
with  Alexander  (Diod.  xvii.  loo-i),  i.e.  in  335  or  334,  and  died  there,  so  that  he  cannot 
have  been  at  Olympia  after  336.  The  oration  of  Hyperides  against  Lycophron  is  generally 
assigned  to  340 b.c.,  and  if  [o]Xv[/x7r£ai/  is  right  the  victory  of  Dioxippus  was  more  probably 
in  340,  or  even  344,  than  in  336. 

286—7.  crT€(pap(acr^o^pTa  I  (TreipapaxT^a^vra  does  not  suit  the  size  of  the  lacuna. 

288.  The  T  of  recoff  has  either  been  corrected  from  t  or  else  been  inserted  later. 

289.  The  letter  before  TrepiroPTa  seems  to  have  been  o-  or  v  with  a  stroke  through  it,  and 
the  vestige  ^of  the  preceding  letter  rather  suggests  a  or  X,  so  that  probably  the  scribe  began 
to  write  avrioi  or  Au/co^pow,  but  corrected  it. 

313—16.  Cf.  II.  159-62,  n. 

336—7.  For  Ka\^da7r€p  X6]y6t  cf.  1.  95. 

427-36.  These  are  perhaps  the  beginnings  of  lines;  but  if  so,  5a  projects  into  the  mar¬ 
gin  of  1.  433* 
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1608.  Aeschines  Socraticus,  Aldbiades, 

Fr.  4  i6  X  9*8  cm.  Late  second  century. 

Plate  III  (Fr.  4). 

The  source  of  these  scanty  fragments  of  a  dialogue  between  Socrates  and 
Alcibiades,  chiefly  concerning  the  character  of  Themistocles,  is  shown  to  be  the 
Alcibiades  of  Aeschines  Socraticus  by  coincidences  with  two  of  the  six  extant 
quotations  from  that  lost  dialogue.  Aeschines  was  one  of  the  most  important 
followers  of  Socrates,  being  often  placed  by  ancient  critics  next  in  rank  to 
Plato  and  Xenophon.  His  reputation  rested  not  so  much  on  his  own  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  development  of  his  master’s  philosophy,  which  seem  to  have 
been  inconsiderable,  but  on  the  elegance  of  his  style,  which  is  specially  praised 
by  Aristides  and  Hermogenes,  and  on  the  fidelity  of  his  representation  of 
Socrates,  which  even  led  to  the  accusation  in  antiquity  that  the  master,  not  the 
disciple,  was  the  author  of  the  dialogues  (Diog.  Laert.  Vita  Aeschinis,  ii.  7). 
The  recovery  of  new  fragments  of  the  Alcibiades  is  therefore  a  matter  of  some 
interest,  especially  in  view  of  the  current  controversy  initiated  by  Prof.  Burnet 
concerning  the  historical  character  of  the  Platonic  Socrates. 

The  extant  fragments  of  Aeschines’  seven  genuine  dialogues  have  recently 
been  collected  and  discussed  by  H.  Krauss  (Teubner,  1911)  and  more  fully  by 
H.  Dittmar  {PhiloL  Uiitersuck,  xxi.  1912).  Much  the  longest  is  Fr.  i  (Krauss) 
of  the  Alcibiades  from  Aristides,  oral,  46  (ii.  292  sqq.,  Dindorf)  containing 
a  panegyric  upon  Themistocles  addressed  to  Alcibiades  by  Socrates,  and 
concluding  with  a  warning  that  even  Themistocles’  eTrio-rT^jutT/  was  not  strong 
enough  to  save  him  from  disasters.  Another  passage  in  the  same  oration  of 
Aristides  (ii.  369)  not  only  supplies  a  second  fragment  (small),  which  Krauss, 
following  C.  F.  Hermann,  assigns  to  a  position  immediately  preceding  Fr.  i, 
but  gives  a  general  description  of  the  context  of  Fr.  i,  from  which  it  appears 
that  Alcibiades  was  reduced  to  tears  by  the  sense  of  his  own  inferiority  to 
Themistocles.  Before  the  end  of  the  dialogue,  which  was  put  into  the  form 
of  a  narrative  by  Socrates,  as  is  shown  by  the  use  of  the  first  person  in  referring 
to  him,  Alcibiades  seems  to  have  left,  and  Frs.  3  and  4  (from  Aristid.  or  at,  45) 
apparently  belong  to  the  conclusion  of  the  dialogue,  being  part  of  an  explanation 
of  Socrates’  general  point  of  view  in  relation  to  Alcibiades,  addressed  to  an 
unknown  third  participator  in  the  conversation.  Frs.  5  and  6,  from  Priscianus 
and  Athenaeus  respectively,  are  unimportant ;  but  evidently  the  general  drift  of 
the  whole  dialogue  was  similar  to  that  of  the  (Pseudo-)Platonic  Alcibiades,  a 
desire  to  curb  the  arrogance  of  Alcibiades.  Aristides  in  fact  contrasts  the  two 
dialogues,  to  the  disadvantage  of  Plato.  There  are  also  apparent  allusions  to 
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Aeschines'  dialogue  in  Cic.  Ttcsc,  iii.  77  and  Augustin,  De  civit.  dei,  xiv.  8 ; 
cf.  Dittmar's  Fr.  10,  and  pp.  99-103  of  his  edition.  These  indicate  that  Socrates 
showed  Alcibiades,  who  thought  himself  beatiis  (evbaLixuiv),  that  he  was  really 
siultiis  (d/xa^Tjy),  and  as  such  miser  (d^Aios),  with  the  result  that  Alcibiades 
entreated  Socrates  to  free  him  from  tnrpitiido  {aicrxpoTTjs)  and  teach  him  virtics 
(dperr?). 

Of  the  19  (originally  :25)  fragments  of  the  papyrus  only  six  are  large 
enough  to  be  of  any  value,  and  the  longest  continuous  passage  is  less  than 
30  lines  (11.  34-53).  Fr.  5  (II.  77-87)  contains  after  parts  of  5  new  lines 
Krauss's  Fr.  3,  immediately  followed,  as  he  had  correctly  surmised,  by  the 
beginning  of  his  Fr.  i.  This  is  continued  after  a  gap  in  Frs.  6  and  7,  the  latter 
fragment  containing  the  bottoms  of  two  columns.  Since  the  extent  of  the 
missing  portion  of  Fr.  7.  ii  is  known  to  have  been  approximately  19  lines,  there 
were  about  30  lines  in  a  column,  and  probably  Fr.  5,  of  which  the  upper  margin 
is  broken  off,  is  from  the  top  of  a  column  ;  for  Frs.  5,  6,  and  7.  i  together  account 
for  30  lines.  With  regard  to  the  position  of  the  other  fragments,  none  of  them 
belongs  to  the  four  columns  immediately  following  F*r.  7.  ii,  all  of  which  must 
have  been  occupied  by  the  remainder  of  the  extant  panegyric  on  Themistocles, 
and  internal  evidence  indicates  that  at  any  rate  Frs.  i,  3,  and  4  preceded  Frs.  5-7* 
Fr.  I  is  placed  in  that  position  because  the  reference  to  Themistocles  in  1.  3  may 
be  the  first  introduction  of  his  name  into  the  discussion,  which  continues  to  be 
occupied  with  him  in  Frs.  4-7.  Socrates  seems  to  have  asked  a  question 
reflecting  on  his  interlocutor’s  (presumably  Alcibiades')  relations  to  his  parents, 
adducing  as  a  parallel  the  bad  relations  of  Themistocles  to  his  parents — a  remark 
w^hich  draws  a  protest  from  Alcibiades  (11. 1—6).  The  next  question  is  concerned 
with  a  different  subject,  whether  people  are  first  ixovcnKoC  and  Ittttlkol  or  the 
opposite,  the  second  alternative  being  naturally  adopted  by  Alcibiades  (11.  7“i5)> 
at  which  point  the  fragment  ceases  to  be  intelligible.  The  story  that  Themistocles 
had  been  disinhei'ited  by  his  father,  which  is  mentioned  by  Plutarch  and  other 
writers  (cf.  11.  38-9,  n.),  had  in  any  case  been  alluded  to  by  Socrates  before  Fr.  4, 
in  which  Alcibiades  is  definitely  stated  to  be  the  other  speaker  (I.  50) ;  for  in 
11.  36-48  the  latter  expressed  his  surprise  at  the  supposed  disinheritance,  and 
vigorously  condemned  the  character  of  Themistocles  implied  by  such  an  incident. 
There  is  an  apparent  connexion  between  this  speech  of  Alcibiades  and  the 
reference  at  the  beginning  of  Socrates'  panegyric  on  Themistocles  (11.  85-7) 
to  Alcibiades'  boldness  in  criticizing  that  statesman  ;  but  Frs.  5-7  cannot  be 
combined  with  the  remains  of  Fr.  4.  ii,  so  that  at  least  one  column  intervened 
between  Fr.  4.  i  and  Frs.  5-7,  though  the  gap  is  not  likely  to  be  wide.  The 
next  question  of  Socrates  (11.  48  sqq.)  is  incompletely  preserved  and  somewhat 
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obscure,  as  is  the  point  of  his  remark  in  11.  34-6,  which  preceded  the  outburst 
of  Alcibiades  and  mentions  Apollodorus’  defence  tov  (f>av\ov.  This  Apollodorus 
is  presumably  the  inseparable  companion  of  Socrates  who  appears  as  the  narrator 
in  Plato's  Symposium^  and  he  seems  to  have  taken  part  in  the  conversation  in 
Aeschines'  dialogue.  Though  there  is  no  reason  to  assign  any  of  the  remarks 
in  the  extant  portion  of  1608  to  Apollodorus,  the  two  remarks  from  the  end 
of  the  dialogue  (Frs.  3  and  4  Krauss  ;  cf.  p.  88)  may  well  have  been  addressed 
to  him  ;  Anytus  has  been  suggested  there,  but  as  a  mere  guess.  The  position 
of  Fr.  2  is  more  doubtful,  since  there  is  no  apparent  reference  in  it  to 
Themistocles  ;  but  there  seems  to  be  a  connexion  between  a7ro]\oyta?  in  1.  28 
and  d7ro\oyeL(r0aL  in  1.  36,  so  that  Fr.  2  is  likely  to  have  preceded  Fr.  4 
with  no  very  great  interval.  The  first  5  lines  of  Fr.  5  apparently  belong 
not  to  a  speech  but,  like  the  next  3,  to  a  piece  of  narrative  :  Alcibiades, 
who  is  meant  by  avrdv  in  1.  82,  is  probably  also  indicated  by  avT<3  in  1.  79.  Lines 
82-136  correspond  to  Krauss's  Fr.  2  and  part  of  i.  Here  there  are  some  small 
variations  between  1608  and  the  MSS.  of  Aristides,  whose  quotations  do  not 
seem  to  be  exact.  In  11.  130-2,  where  the  MSS.  are  corrupt,  1608  is  incom¬ 
pletely  preserved,  but  does  not  seem  to  have  been  right  ;  cf.  n.  ad  loc.  The 
papyrus  as  a  whole  is  too  short  to  prove  much ;  but  such  glimpses  of  Aeschines’ 
style  as  it  affords  indicate  a  close  resemblance  between  his  picture  of  Socrates 
and  Plato's  in  the  earlier  dialogues,  and  so  far  as  they  go  rather  support 
Prof.  Burnet’s  view  that  Plato  was  there  giving  a  true  representation  of  Socrates’ 
teaching. 

1608  was  found  with  841-4,  1606-7,  &c.  The  handwriting  is  a  good-sized 
elegant  uncial  of  the  sloping  oval  type,  with  a  tendency  to  exaggerate  the  size 
of  a  and  v.  It  is  a  somewhat  later  specimen  of  this  type  than  24  (Demosthenes, 
TTpooifxia  b7]fxy]yopLKd  :  Part  i,  Plate  vii)  and  665  {History  of  Sicily :  Part  iv, 
Plate  i),  but  earlier  than  e.g.  223  (Homer  E:  Part  ii,  Plate  i)  and  Schubart, 
Pap,  GraecaCy  19  b  (Hesiod,  Catalogiie\  and  probably  belongs  to  the  latter  half 
of  the  second  century.  Iota  adscript  was  generally  written.  Changes  of  speaker 
are  indicated  (perhaps  not  consistently)  by  double  dots  with  or  without  para- 
graphi,  and  two  kinds  of  stops,  a  high  and  a  low  point,  are  employed,  besides 
occasional  diaereses  over  initial  t  and  v.  A  mark  of  elision  in  1.  53  seems  to  be 
due  to  the  original  scribe,  but  an  accent  and  breathing  in  1.  37  are  probably 
by  the  (contemporary)  corrector,  who  has  altered  mistakes  in  11.  10,  37  (?),  and 
42.  A  critical  mark  against  1.  138  probably  refers  to  a  lost  marginal  note.  The 
scribe  seems  to  have  been  rather  prone  to  omissions  ;  cf.  11.  10  and  48-50.  The 
fragments  are  or  may  be  from  the  middles  of  columns,  except  where  it  is  stated 
otherwise. 
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Fr.  I. 

.  [ . nepi  Touy 

aeavTOv  you[ea9  yeye  ? 
vrjaOaL,  ofoy  wep  [0  ©e 
piaTOKXris  XeyeTOCL  [yre 
5  pL  T0V9  eavTov  yo[i/eas  : 

€Viprjp€L  €(p7J  CO  ^[(OKpa 

rey  :  7r[o]T€pop  Se  Sokcl  [ 
croL  To[£y]  avOpcoTTOL^  av\ay 
KaLo\y\  eLvai  a/zoi»[<70i^y 
P 

10  TTOTe\po\v  7]  povaiKo[vs  yt 
i/ea[6a]r  Kai  7roTepo[y  a 
^([ttttovs]  tj  L7r7nKo[vs^ :  a 
j/ay[KaLo]p  poi  SoKei  [ 
apoy[aov9]  nporepop  K[aL 
15  a(f)L7r[7rov^  :]  ovKo[vi/  .  .  . 


[■]9X[ . ]'!•'  • 

[ . . 

Fr.  4.  Col.  i.  Plate  iii. 

[> . M . 


KaXcDy  Se  Ka[i]  0  .47roA[Ao 
35  Scopos  vTrep  rov  (pay[Xov 
airoXoyeiaOac :  aXX  eKe[L 
yo  r\  S  os  eyo)  ovk  ay  (<^pu[ 
Toy  QepiaroKXea  vtt[o 
Tov  warpos  a7roK7}pv)(\67j 
40  yar  ^avXov  yap  Kat  nop 

poo  ayoias  rjKoyra  ra 
o 

ye  ToiavTa*  [^a)]]crriy  eis  Sl 
a^opas  roLavras  Kai  e 
xOpas  Tas  peyiaras 
45  npos  rovs  eavrov  yoy[e 
as  KareaTT}’  o  Kat  nat 


Fr.  2. 

[ . M . 

[.  .  .  .]T7]ptOVS  [ . 

20  [o]vSeTepovs  5€f[  .... 

a*  ovTe  yap  tovs  [ . 

[ov8]oTLovy  <?€[ . 

rrjaOai  r]TTe[ . 

[.  .]  cDcrre  a[ . 

25  [.]  Tcoy  Si/c[ . Sl 

anpa^aa‘6a[L . 6 

naiyety  ovr\e . 

yes  Sia  ras  T0L\avTas  ano 
Xoyias  aneyy[coo‘ay  ay 

30  Opooncoy  . 

[.  .  .  ,]tco  .  [ . 

Fr.  3. 

32  ]^r?[ 

Frs.  5,  6,  7.  Col.  i. 

ey  rets  [ . 

peyaXa[ . 

aVTOOL  €f^6[ . 

80  KopeyooL  t[ . 

au  apapT7}[ . 

yyovs  ovy  a[vroy  eyco 
on  ^7}XoTvn[cos  npos 
&epLG‘TOKX[ea  etnoy  e 
85  neiSrj  tov  [GeptaroKXe 
ovs  ^Lov  enL[Xap^aye(T 
[d]ai  eToXpT][aas  (TKey^at 
5  lines  lost 

[co  ScoKpares  ra]  T0tavT[a 
[eiSeyat :  rjSrj  o]vy  noon[o 


Fr.  4.  Col.  ii. 
Plate  iii. 

•  •  • 

« •  [ 

60  7t<7[ 

epa:[ 

vt[ 

«i 

[ 
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50 


55 


Sapiov  ^vXa^-qB'qvai 
[(ai/)  evp6\LT0  :  ol^tcd  Sr]  jiLKpov 
\y(iv6\fiiKa^  eivai  7)v  8  e 
[yco  00  A'^KL^LaS'p  yoveq{L)v 
[(5ia/3  coo-re  rot* 

[e7riTif)(  pjoj^ros*  avOpcoirov 

[ . ]  .  TOVT  ecr[ Ti  .  .  .  .] 

[ . ].or.[. 

[  12  letters  ]’"«)«[•]'' 

[  II  „  ]  Tffii'  (pav 

[XoraTO)*'  ?]  ecTTt*'  et  Se 

[ . Ji'  TToXir  re 

end  of  col. 


65  [ 

•[ 

y[ 

“[ 

y[ 

70  5[ 

y[ 

A.[ 

TCtf 

•  •  L 

75  [ 

[ 

end  of  col. 


95  <^oi  €p€Xr}a[ej^  on  Tay[ 
[ttjs  rr;y  xco/)]as‘  Tocrat'[ 

[r?;?  ovarjs  o(T]r]i/  o  7;Xio[s 
[TTopeveTai  ?;]  KaX€LT[aL 
[Aaia  ei?  au7]p  apyjei  :  7r]a 
100  \yv  pev  ovv  €(f)T]  0  y  ?]e  /ze 
[ya?  ^a<nX€V9  :  0La]6a  ovu 
[on  €K€Luo^  eo-jrpareuo-e 
[5eu/)o  Kat  €7tl]  AaKeSat 
[poutov^  7jy0v]p€l^09  €£ 

105  [tovtcd  TO)  7roX]6€  Kara 
[o‘Tpe\jraiTO  pa]Sico9  rovs" 
end  of  col. 


Fr.  7.  Col.  ii. 

Fr.  8. 

Fr.  9. 

19  lines  lost. 

•[ 

(Tav .  r 

•  »  •  L 

126  [TTe^coj/  Kai] 

7)Ka[ 

[ret  rcoi^  EXXTj]i^coy  7rpayp[a 

ya[ 

TpL  yOCt[ 

[ret  TToXv  eXei]7rero  ra  8e 

I40_X«[ 

150  aXX[ 

[/3ao-iXe]toy  wpoeiyev  aX[ 

Xoi^ 

y«j?  E;?]l  •  [ 

^30  ^  OTL  ei  pr)  aifroi^y  ? 

coo-  .  [ 

6ol  p^[ 

^0vX[€v]€O‘6aL  €K€LVOS  [TTe 

JL  •  [ 

[.]toie[ 

pLe(TT[ai\  ra  ye  aXXa  au[roj' 

re  .  [ 

ToaavTa  ovra  to  /tey[e0o? 

145  T^[ 

Fr.  10. 

o[t>]5[€]j/  peya  ^peXX^i^  [co 

Tvd 

].[ 

^35  ^eXT^creij'  Kai  tovto  e[yi^oo 

end  of  col. 

'55  y^iA 

/cet  apa  on  oTTorepcov  [av 

0}  S<>>Kp]aTes  o[ 

end  of  col. 

]to>  .  [ 

Fr.  II.  Fr.  12. 

Fr.  13. 

Fr.  14. 

]vKa[  [,]oy[ 

166  Kat[ 

]“ 

]i/.  Kat  ro[ 

i^y[ 

170  ]t« 

160  ]oroot  a6[  7rpo[ 

Kai[ 

>•[ 

]ai^Ta[  165  5o  .  [ 
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Fr.  15. 
top  of  col. 
172  ]ot>06[ 

]€  T0Lav\T 


Fr.  16. 
top  of  col, 

«[ 

175  TW[ 


Fr.  17. 
176  7rA[ 
Xnr[ 


Fr.  18.  Fr.  19. 

178  ]at[  180  ]  .  .  [ 
]oj/c[  ]oj{ 


1-6.  Probably,  as  Prof.  Burnet,  to  whom  we  are  indebted  for  several  suggestions  in 
the  interpretation  of  1608,  remarks,  Socrates  asked  ‘  Would  you  be  willing  to  have  behaved 
to  your  parents  as  Themistocles  is  said  to  have  behaved  to  his?’  Alcibiades  replies  ‘Hush, 
Socrates 


7-15.  'Do  you  think  that  men  have  to  be  unmusical  before  they  are  musical,  and 
unskilled  in  riding  before  they  are  skilled  ? — I  think  that  they  must  first  be  unmusical  and 
unskilled  in  riding.’  For  aiiovo-oi  in  conjunction  with  a<f>nr7roi  cf.  Plato,  J^ep.  335c.  Burnet 
thinks  that  this  was  part  of  an  argument  intended  to  show  that  Themistocles  did  not  achieve 
what  he  did  cjivcrci  (which  Alcibiades  considered  sufficient  for  himself).  Since  Themistocles 
was  so  unsatisfactory  in  his  youth,  he  must  have  become  great  and  acquired  cTrtaTrjfxrj  by  care 
and  practice. 

16.  [.]ox[:  or  [a]px[. 

19.  Perhaps  [StKacr  rr^piov  €[. 

28.  Toi[avTas‘  aTrojXoytay :  ct.  1,  36  and  int. 

34-51.  '..  .  and  Apollodorus  also  to  make  a  good  defence  on  behalf  of  the  mean. 
— But,  he  replied,  there  is  this  point ;  I  should  not  have  thought  that  Themistocles  was  dis¬ 
inherited  by  his  father ;  for  such  conduct  betokens  a  mean  character  and  reaches  the  height 
of  folly,  when  a  person  is  involved  in  such  quarrels  and  in  the  most  violent  enmity  with  his 
parents,  which  even  a  child  would  find  a  way  of  avoiding, — Did  you  think  it  so  small- 
minded,  Alcibiades,  said  I,  to  be  filled  with  hatred  of  one’s  parents  that  .  . .  ’ 

34-5.  A7roX[Xo]So)po9 :  cf.  int.  No  orator  of  this  name  who  was  contemporary  with 
Socrates  is  known,  rov  <^av[Xou  can  be  masculine  or  neuter.  As  Burnet  remarks,  Alcibiades 
may  have  been  relying  on  his  natural  gifts,  so  that  the  question  of  /coXXo?  arose,  Apollodorus 
may  well  have  championed  the  cause  of  '  the  ugly’  (e.g.  Socrates) ;  for  he  certainly  stands 
for  the  more  cynical  aspect  of  Socraticism,  as  appears  from  the  beginning  of  the  Syviposhivi. 

36.  Of  the  double  dots  after  anoKoycLaBai  only  the  upper  is  preserved. 

aXX  €K€  [i]^o :  Burnet  compares  Hippias  viaior  283  d  aXX*  eWj/o,  pt]  AaKedm- 
povioi  ktX. 


37.  -fj :  the  first  hand  perhaps  wrote  t. 

38-9.  Cf.  int.  and  Plut,  Vlf.  Themisi.  2  a  be  tovtojv  e^apr^aip  epLOL  bLTjyrjpara  TiXaTTOUTe^ 
aTTOKTjpv^LV  pev  VITO  rov  TTarpbs  avrov  .  ,  ,  boKel  Kareyl/evaOaij  Aelian,  Vcir,  hist.  ii.  I  2  dTroKrjpvxO^ts 
vTTo  rov  TTarpoSf  Nepos,  Tkeinist.  I  a  patre  exheredahis  esi. 

40—1,  TTOppoi)  avoias  rjKopra  :  cf.  PlatO,  Euthyd.  294  e  TTOppG)  (To^/ay  rjKeis. 

48.  [(ap)  £vpo]tro:  this  reading  is  not  very  satisfactory;  but  evpoiro  is  preferable  to 
evpoij  the  active  not  being  used  with  an  infinitive  in  classical  times,  and  there  is  a  change  of 
speaker  before  ovtqjj  so  that  [ap  e]vpoi  with  the  omission  of  double  dots  before  oi^ro),  though 
a  possible  reading,  is  open  to  still  greater  objections. 

50,  yop€(T(i)p :  yop€(op  is  inadmissible. 

52.  [e7rLTvx]oPTos  was  suggested  by  Burnet. 

55-9.  The  fragment  containing  these  lines  was  originally  separate,  and  is  not  quite 
certainly  placed  here. 

61,  Probably  ai/]|^pa)[7r :  cf.  1,  52. 

77.  This  line  is  probably  the  top  of  the  column  ;  cf.  int,  p.  89. 
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82-4.  yvovs  .  .  .  ee/x«o-ro/<X[ea  =  Aeschin.  Fr.  2  ;  cf.  int.  The  MSS.  of  Aristides  have 
(ijXoTVTTcds  e^oi/ra  instead  of  oTi  f7;Xori;7r[a)f  exeiy  and  before  QefjLiaroKXea  some  of  the  deteriores 
insert  roi/,  which  was  certainly  omitted  in  the  papyrus. 

84-5.  eJ/reiS;;  tov  :  from  this  point  up  to  1.  136  the  papyrus  corresponds  to  the  beginning 
of  Aeschin.  Fr.  i  ;  cf.  int.  After  the  MSS.  of  Aristides  insert  toIwv,  which  is  evidently 
due  to  looseness  of  quotation. 

93- 8.  These  remains  are  on  a  separate  fragment,  and  there  is  no  external  evidence  for 
their  being  near  the  ends  of  lines. 

94— 5.  o]ui/  Tr(on\oT€  aoi  :  ovv  (roi  rr^Trore  MSS.  1608  may  have  omitted  (70t,  The  €  of 

comes  above  the  a  of  1-  9 6. 

97.  o(r]7jv:  so  the  ‘deteriores',  followed  by  Dindorf and  Hermann.  AET,  which  are 
considered  the  best  I\ISS.,  have  oa-ou,  which  is  adopted  by  Fischer,  Krauss,  and  Dittmar. 
oarjv  is,  however,  supported  by  Aristides  xiv  (i.  325,  Dindorf)  orrcp  yap  ns  ecjir]  t5>v  XoyoTrotav 

7r€p\  TTjS  ’Acria?  Xiya^v  o(rrjv  6  ijXios  Tropevcrai  tovttjs  rrdaTjs  dpx^iv  avBpa  eva, 

100.  y?]^:  om.  MSS. 

105.  7roX]6e:  so  MSS.  TToXet  Krauss  and  Dittmar,  following  Herodian,  ii.  2,  p.  696  is 
Trap*  Al(TXivrj  ^coKpariK^  rovroi  to)  TToXei :  ttoXt}  Hermann,  following  Choeroboscus. 

130—2.  €L  avTOv  TO  ^ovXevea-daL  eKeivois  (eKeti/09  E)  Tr€pie(TTaij  to.  ye  dXXa  avTcav  {aurov  E) 
MSS.  Dindorf :  el  pr)  avrov  Tto  (BovXevea-dai  eKeivov  .  .  .  avTov  Hermann  :  el  pr)  avr^v  T<p  ^ovX. 
eKeivos . . .  avTov  Reiske  :  el  pr}  axrrov  rwjSowX.  cKeiPos  . .  .  avTov  Krauss,  Dittmar.  Whether  1608 
had  r[o  or  t[o)i  and  av[Tov  or  av\Taiv  is  uncertain ;  but  it  apparently  agreed  with  E  in  reading 
eKeivos  (though  is  just  possible),  and  certainly  differed  from  all  the  MSS.  and  editors 

in  having  avrovs  instead  of  avrov — a  novelty  which  seems  to  be  erroneous. 

134.  r/xeXXev  [wj^eXT^creti' :  dicfieX^a-ei  MSS. 

136.  opal  om.  MSS. 

138.  For  the  critical  mark  cf.  int.  p.  90. 

154-7.  Fr.  10  resembles  Fr.  7.  ii  in  colour,  but  does  not  occur  in  the  text  of  the 
missing  portion  of  that  column. 

159.  The  supposed  low  stop  after  v  might  be  the  lower  of  two  dots  marking  a  change 
of  speaker,  in  which  case  Aca«ro[z  is  not  improbable. 

162-5.  This  fragment  is  very  likely  to  be  placed  above  Fr.  9,  but  there  is  no  actual 

join. 


1609.  Philosophical  Work  (Eudorus?).  Metrological  Fragment. 

8  X  10*2  cm.  Second  century. 

The  recto  of  this  papyrus  contains  13  nearly  complete  lines  from  the 
middle  of  a  column  of  a  lost  philosophical  work,  with  a  few  letters  from  the 
preceding  and  following  columns.  It  is  written  in  a  clear  compact  semiuncial 
hand  of  the  second  century,  which  somewhat  resembles  that  of  410  (Part  iii, 
Plate  iv)  and  is  not  later  than  the  reign  of  Marcus  Aurelius,  more  probably 
belonging  to  the  reign  of  Trajan  or  Hadrian.  A  stroke  in  the  middle  of  1.  lii 
indicates  the  beginning  of  a  new  section.  The  subject  under  discussion  is  ctScoXa 
in  mirrors,  and  the  author,  who  alludes  in  1. 13  to  his  commentary  on  the  Timaeiis 
of  Plato,  and  objects  in  11.  16  sqq.  to  the  views  of  Democritus,  Epicurus,  and 
Empedocles,  evidently  belonged  to  the  Academic  school.  The  first  commentator 
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on  Plato,  was  according  to  Proclus,  In  Thu,  p.  24,  Grantor  of  Soli  in  Cilicia,  whose 
discussion  of  the  Tiinaens  is  mentioned  several  times  by  Plutarch  in  his  De 
aniniae  procreatione.  But  since  Grantor  was  a  contemporary  of  Epicurus  and  died 
before  him,  he  is  unsuitable  as  the  author  of  the  papyrus,  in  which  Epicurus  is 
ranked  with  Democritus  and  Empedocles.  Another  philosopher  of  the  Academic 
school,  also  mentioned  by  Plutarch,  op,  cit,^  in  connexion  with  the  Tiinaens^  is 
Eudorus  of  Alexandria,  who  flourished  about  25  B.  c.  and  is  generally  thought 
to  have  written  a  commentary  on  that  dialogue,  besides  an  encyclopaedic  work 
upon  philosophy  in  general  and  a  treatise  on  Aristotle’s  Categories,  The 
encyclopaedic  work,  of  which  a  few  fragments  survive,  is  described  by  Stobaeus, 
Eel,  ii.  46  as  EiSwpoi;  tov  ^AKahr}fxiKov  (pL\ocr6(f)ov  biaipecTLS  tov  Kara 

(pLXocrocpCav  Xoyov,  a^i6Krr\Tov  ev  (S  Tracrav  eTre^eXrjXvOe  TrpojBXr^ixaTLKcis  t^v 

€7TL(TTT^fXT]v,  It  was  uscd  extcusivcly  by  Arms  Didymus  of  Alexandria,  a  Stoic 
philosopher  with  eclectic  tendencies,  and  seems  to  have  been  a  work  of  some 
importance.  The  account  of  it  given  by  Zeller,  Gesch,  d,griech,  Philos,  i.  6i 2,  who 
considers  that  it  collected  the  answers  of  the  chief  writers  on  the  main  problems  of 
philosophy,  is  quite  in  harmony  with  the  papyrus.  A  difficulty  with  regard  to 
the  attribution  of  1609  to  Eudorus,  who  naturally  wrote  in  Attic,  arises  from 
the  occurrence  of  an  Ionic  form,  Tre/oteowas,  in  1.  2t.  The  context  there,  however, 
and  the  occurrence  elsewhere  of  several  non-ionic  forms  (ow,  rovreoz^,  ’E/txTreSoKX?^?) 
indicate  that  the  author  was  in  this  case  using  Empedocles’  language,  though 
7rept€oi5cra?  cannot  itself  have  occurred  in  hexameters. 

On  the  verso  in  a  different  and  larger  semiuncial  hand,  which  is  not  earlier 
than  A.  D.  150  and  may  even  be  later  than  200,  are  Ihe  ends  of  ii  lines  from  the 
middle  of  a  column  of  metrological  tables,  similar  to  e.  g.  9.  verso  and  669. 
Some  abbreviations  and  the  usual  symbols  for  drachma  (1.  31)  and  f  (1.  36)  occur. 
The  amount  lost  at  the  beginnings  of  lines  is  uncertain,  but  seems  to  be 
considerable  in  most,  if  not  all,  cases,  and  not  much  can  be  gleaned  from  the 
fragment.  As  far  as  1.  37  it  is  concerned  with  liquid  measures,  especially  in 
relation  to  the  cyathus,  weights  being  expressed  in  drachmae ;  the  last  lines 
deal  with  the  mina  and  its  subdivisions.  The  Koyx^j  uncommon  measure,  is 
mentioned  in  1.  30,  with  a  novel  weight  assigned  to  it.  Details  are  discussed  in 
the  commentary. 

Recto. 

Col.  i.  Col.  ii.  Col.  iii. 

SoKT]  Se  €K€l  (pa\lv\E(T6aL  ov 
10  yap  en  eruvov  tov  KaronTpov 
opaTai  aXX  7;  avarXaats  ezrt 
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»  •  • 

TOP  op(£>PTa\  Trepi  pep  ovp 

TOVTcop  ep  T019  eis  top  Ti 

jTTO 

patop  €i[p]riTat  ov  Set  Se  ei 

]p]o]yi/ 

15  ScoXop  ToiovTOP  aKoveip  01 

•  ( 

]i'Tav 

OP  TO  Kara  ArjpoKpLTOP  rj  Em 

n 

Kovpop  7)  cos  Ep7reSoK\T]S 

[ 

]  •  p 

airoppoas  (pair]  ap  airiepai 

]tii^ 

J  »  • 

ano  eKacTTOv  tcop  j<[a]T07rTpi 

25  f[ 

20  ^opepcop  Kai  r[ . 

]T!t 

Trepieovaas  [ . 

‘(if?)  ,  ,  .  and  it  (the  image)  seem  to  appear  there.  For  it  is  not  seen  on  that  mirror, 
but  the  reflexion  to  the  person  seeing  (is  seen).  This,  however,  has  been  discussed  in  my 
commentary  on  the  Timaeus.  An  image  ought  not  to  be  described  as  it  is  in  the  systems 
of  Democritus  or  Epicurus,  or  as  Empedocles  would  say  that  emanations  come  off  from 
each  of  the  objects  shown  in  the  mirror  and  .  ,  .  surviving  .  .  . ' 

12.  opoivra  :  v  is  practically  Certain  and  the  very  faint  traces  of  the  two  preceding  letters 
suit  po),  but  joining  o  is  a  descending  stroke  which  is  superfluous  and  seems  to  be  merely 
a  ligature.  The  stroke  after  optovra  is  a  mark  of  punctuation. 

13.  Tov  Tipaiov\  i.e.  in  connexion  with  71b  oXov  iv  KaTOTTTpcpb^xopivcaTvnovs  KGi  KciTibeiv 
etSwXn  7rap€\ovTL  :  cf.  7  2  C. 

14.  Set :  €i  is  very  cramped,  and  the  t  was  probably  omitted  originally. 

16.  For  Democritus^  theory  of  eiScoXa  cf.  Sext.  Math.  ix.  19  ArjpoKpiTos  Se  etScoXa  nva. 
(j)rj(riv  ^pTreXaC^tv  duSpcjTTois  ktX.  Epicurus'  views  are  expressed  in  his  Epis/.  1  ap.  Diog.  Laert. 
X.  46  sqq. 

18.  For  Empedocles’  views  on  ciTroppoai  cf.  Ritter  and  Preller,  Hts/.  phiL  Grace,  §§  166  h, 
177b. 

19.  K[(i]ro7rTptfop€i/aji/  is  passive;  cf.  Plut.  De  plac,  pjlllos,  894  f  KaravTiKpv  Se  TOV  KOTon- 
Tpi^ovTos  avrrjv  (sc.  ^XiaK^y  TTf'pi^cyyeiai')  derrepos.  The  middle  is  the  form  commonly  used. 

21.  7T€puov(7as :  cf.  int.  p.  95* 


Verso. 

27 

]ai[.  .  .1  KOL\a6{  )  .  . 
]  KOLa6{  )  6  .  [,]p 
]yop  Kai  77  p^y[pi\ 

30  [\r] 

]  KOPXV  V 

[\tj 

€x  ?]eL  S  7]  Se  Tej^ 

]opai  eiCTLP  Se  op 

]  ovi^  peya  Koia6(pv  ?) 
TO  5^]  piKpov  KOiaOoV 
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35  •]  oySoov  fiipos 

]'  a  S  pva.  [[. 

[€j)(€4  fo  trj  S]  p/JiS  7]  Se  [o 

[S’??  ]“f  M* . 


27.  /coi[a^(  ) :  KvaSos  is  thus  misspelled  throughout,  a  circumstance  which  raises  a  doubt 
whether  some  other  forms  are  correct.  The  cyathus  was  regularly  ^  of  a  kotvXt),  but  of 
varying  weights  and  subdivisions. 

29.  ]<Toi^ :  or  ]eor. 

29-31.  The  doubtful  y  of  fi€y[a^\r}  might  be  v  in  both  1.  29  and  1.  30,  but  in  neither 
place  is  fJL€i\[Kpa  admissible.  The  restoration  rj  pev  Koyxv  rj  /xey[a|X»/  would  suit  11.  34-5, 
where  oydoov  pepos  might  follow  immediately  after  Koiadov,  but  11.  31-2  do  not  seem  to  be 
concerned  with  the  piKpa  Koyxv^  and,  since  the  break  along  the  left  side  is  practically  vertical, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  suppose  that  the  beginning  of  1.  31  projected  by  several  letters 
beyond  11.  30  and  35,  while  it  is  very  difficult  to  restore  the  other  lines,  especially  11.  32-4, 
on  the  hypothesis  of  a  short  lacuna  or  no  lacuna  at  all  at  the  beginnings.  The  Koyxrj  occurs 
together  with  Koyxrj  xvp^^^^  a  medicinal  measure  in  Hippocrates  (Hultsch,  MetroL  Script. 
i.  75-6),  and  is  equated  by  Hesychius  and  Photius  to  the  xwv^  which  is  treated  variously 
as  i  i  or  I  of  a  cyathus.  In  the  Cleopatrae  tabula  (Hultsch,  i.  235  ;  cf.  256)  the 
P^yiiKr)  Koyxv  is  equated  to  the  o^v^acpov  and  contains  i-|cyathi,  weighing  15  drachmae,  while 
the  €\aTT(ov  Koyxv  contains  I  cyathus,  weighing  5  dr.  The  papyrus  evidently  gives  the 
weight  of  the  peydKr)  Koyxrj  as  18  dr.:  the  initial  lacuna  in  1.  31  may  well  have  contained 
a  statement  of  the  relation  of  this  Koyxv  to  a  cyathus,  which  presumably  stood  in  the  ratio 
of  I :  to  it,  especially  as  a  cyathus  of  12  drachmae  is  indicated  by  11.  35”^  > 

31.  ♦  t)r  ayjet  or  Trotjei  or  eo“]rt. 

31—2.  T€T  is  presumably  TCT{apTrj),  but  there  is  room  for  a  letter  between  e  and  the 
vertical  stroke  which  is  supposed  to  represent  the  second  r.  rerapTr]  is  not  known  as  a  liquid 
measure,  but  rcTapTov  pepos  or  rcrapTrjpopioti  kotvXtjs  occurs  in  Hippocrates  (Hultsch,  i.  75^X 
and  rirapTov  is  common  in  the  sense  of  J  or  quartarius,  i.  e.  ^  or  3  cyathi. 

The  connexion  of  1.  32  with  the  preceding  line  is  obscure.  Only  cia-iv  is  certain.  Jopai 
suggests  a/x(/)]opai,  but  d/a</)opevs  is  the  regular  Greek  form  :  dpa]xpat  is  inadmissible.  ^  of  fie 
is  fairly  certain  (no  figure  in  the  thousands  or  hundreds  will  suit),  but  the  following  letter, 
if  e,  is  very  cramped,  fi',  i.  e.  d{paxpai),  could  be  read ;  but  in  1.  31  the  ordinary  symbol  for 
drachmae  occurs  and  in  1.  36,  where  the  figures  seem  to  refer  to  drachmae,  the  preceding 
abbreviation  was  different.  The  figure  o/3  Q)  probably  refers  to  drachmae,  and  perhaps  gives 
the  weight  of  a  kotvXt]  ;  cf.  1.  31. 

33-6.  If  the  genitive  K{v)aduv  in  1.  34  is  right,  these  lines  are  clearly  concerned  with 
a  subdivision  of  the  cyathus,  the  smaller  measure  being  apparently  ^  of  it  and  weighing 
ij  drachmae,  which  is  in  accordance  with  the  weight  ascribed  to  a  peyaXt)  Koyxr)  in  1.  31,  if 
the  cyathus  in  1609  is,  as  usual  (cf.  11.  29-31,  n.),  -f  of  a  pey.  Koyxr],  The  smallest  measures 
for  liquids  were  the  XWVj  ^^oyxrj  (jXdTToiV^,  KOX^f-dpioVy  pvarptov  or  Xlarpiov^  pvarpoVj  and  Kupvop, 
but  since  the  measure  in  question  is  neuter,  the  first  two  need  not  be  discussed.^  The  kox~ 
Xidpiov  is  sometimes,  e.  g.  in  the  Chop,  tab.,  treated  as  weighing  i  drachma,  i.e.  of  a 
cyathus  there,  but  of  the  cyathus  in  1609;  elsewhere  (e.g.  Hultsch,  i.  238.  7)  it  weighs 
3  ypdppara,  i.e.  2  drachmae.  The  terms  peyn  and  piKpdv  do  not  occur  in  connexion  with  it, 
but  something  like  /coxX(ap<oi^]  ow  pcya  Kota^(ov)  [cKTo*/  (or  Teraprovy  if  it  weighed  twice  the 
piKpov^  pepos  TO  fiej  piKpov  KoiaOov  [ — ]  oyfiooj'  pepos  can  be  restored  in  11.  33~5)  though  how  the 
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lacunae  in  11.  35-6  were  filled  is  in  any  case  obscure,  fivarpou  (Hultsch,  ii.  198-9)  is  some¬ 
what  less  suitable  than  Kox^tdptov.  The  peya  pvarpov  has  sometimes  2,  sometimes  3  cyathi, 
but  elsewhere  is  or  ^  KorvKrj  i.  e.  §  or  cyathus,  while  the  piKpov  pvarpov  is  or 
KOTifXrj,  i.  e.  or  i  cyathus,  which  is  not  very  close  to  cyathus.  The  pvarpiou  or 

Xla-Tpiovj  which  is  rarely  mentioned,  is  the  same  as  the  piKpov  pvarpovy  and  unlikely  to  be 
distinguished  as  piya  and  piKpov :  but  two  kinds  of  Kdpva  are  known,  the  ^aaiXiKoPy  which 
weighed  4  drachmae  in  the  Chop,  fad,,  but  elsewhere  7  drachmae  (Hultsch,  i.  243.  8),  and 
the  llovTiKiWy  which  weighed  i  drachma  (Hultsch,  i.  243,  9),  so  that  Kapvov]  is  as  good  as 
KnxXiapiov‘\  in  1.  33.  ovv  is  not  very  satisfactory,  and  the  o  is  uncertain;  but  to  Ka]pi;(o)i/ there 
is  the  objection  that  the  tail  of  a  p  ought  to  have  been  visible.  In  the  absence  of  any  known 
measure  of  which  the  smaller  size  was  ^  cyathus  and  weighed  drachmae,  the  name  to 
which  peya  and  piKpov  refer  and  even  the  supposed  connexion  between  11.  34-6  remain 
doubtful.  The  stroke  before  the  figures  in  I.  36  is  smaller  than  that  after  nr  in  1.  31  and 
may  belong  to  a  letter  (e.  g.  B  or  p)  above  the  line. 

36—8.  Cf.  the  Chop*  tab,  (Hultsch,  i.  234)  ^  iiToXepaiKrj  pvd  o(i’)>(yf«y) 

})p8  ...  r)  ovyyia  dpa^pas  rj» 


1610.  EphoRUS,  xii  (or  xi). 

Frs.  12+13  15*2  X  9‘ I  cm.  Late  second  or  early  third  cen¬ 
tury.  Plate  III  (Frs.  i,  4-6,  15). 

These  60  fragments  (originally  about  70)  of  a  lost  historical  work  were  found 
with  1611,  1619,  &c. ;  cf.  1619.  int.  They  are  mostly  quite  small,  the  longest 
containing  less  than  20  complete  lines-;  but  owing  to  frequent  correspondences 
with  Diodorus  xi.  59  sqq.  a  large  amount  of  restoration  is  possible,  and  about 
100  lines  in  all  are  intelligible.  In  at  least  16  cases  the  context  of  the  fragments 
can  be  established,  and  in  spite  of  their  unpromising  appearance  they  constitute 
a  valuable  find,  especially  since  they  deal  with  events  in  the  Pentecontaetia, 
which  are  for  the  most  part  outside  the  scope  of  Herodotus’  history,  and  are  only 
briefly  sketched  by  Thucydides.  ” 

The  handwriting  is  a  handsome  upright  uncial  approximating  towards  the 
biblical  type,  like  1234,  1365,  and  1606,  but  more  calligraphic  than  the  first  two. 
1012  and  1611  are  also  written  in  similar  hands,  but  smaller.  The  date  of  the 
papyrus  is  not  later  than  the  early  part  of  the  third  century  and  may  go  back  to 
the  latter  part  of  the  second,  being  approximately  A.D.  200.  There  are  no 
lection-marks  except  the  common  angular  signs  for  filling  up  short  lines,  para- 
graphi,  and  high  stops.  Pauses  are  sometimes  also  indicated  by  blank  spaces. 
The  only  correction  is  the  deletion  of  the  iota  adscript  of  a7T€0vr}L(TKov  in  1.  104 : 
elsewhere  (11.  105  and  198,  but  not  in  1.  60  ?)  iota  adscript  was  generally  written, 
and,  so  far  as  can  be  judged,  the  scribe  was  more  careful  than  the  average.  The 
lines  were  short,  ranging  from  12-17  letters  and  usually  consisting  of  14  or  15. 
The  height  of  the  columns  is  uncertain.  All  the  fragments  come  or  may  come 
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from  the  middles  of  columns,  except  where  it  is  otherwise  stated.  There  is  no 
external  evidence  to  show  their  order,  and  the  chronology  of  the  twenty  years 
following  the  battle  of  Plataea  is  in  many  points  uncertain.  The  arrangement  of 
Frs.  i-i6  in  the  text  is  based  on  the  order  of  the  corresponding  passages  in 
Diodorus,  and  admits  of  little  doubt.  That  Frs.  1-5  preceded  6  is  clear  from  the 
reference  to  a  change  of  subject  in  37- 

Of  the  three  groups  into  which  Frs.  1—16  fall  the  first,  containing  Frs.  1—5 
(11.  1-35 ;  cf.  11.  36-7),  is  concerned  with  Themistocles.  The  most  intelligible  of 
them  is  Fr.  3,  which  comes  from  an  estimate  of  his  character  and  agrees  very 
closely  with  a  passage  in  Diod.  xi.  59,  no  fewer  than  13  consecutive  words  being 
identical;  cf.  p.  loa.  In  Frs.  2  and  4  +  5  the  division  of  lines  is  uncertain,  and 
the  resemblances  to  Diodorus  are  less  marked,  especially  in  the  second  half  of 
Frs.  4  +  5,  which  does  not  correspond  at  all;  but  the  points  of  agreement  with 
Diodorus  (cf.  11.  15-17  and  18  sqq.,  nn.)  are  sufficient  to  show  that  these  frag¬ 
ments  refer  to  other  parts  of  the  same  chapter  as  Fr.  3,  and  are  to  be  placed 
Fr.  2  shortly  before  Fr.  3,  and  Frs.  4  +  5  almost  immediately  after  it  The  small 
Frs.  26  and  38  also  may  belong  to  the  character  of  Themistocles ;  cf.  II.  192-4 
and  ^^37-9,  nn.  Fr.  i,  in  which  Themistocles  is  mentioned  in  1.  7,  presents 
greater  difficulties,  since  not  only  are  the  ends  of  lines  missing,  but  no  direct 
parallelism  to  Diodorus  is  traceable.  Probably  11.  7  sqq.  refer  to  the  reception  of 
Themistocles  by  Xerxes  at  the  Persian  court,  which  in  Diodorus  precedes  the 
character  of  Themistocles,  and  the  allusion  in  1.  8  to  the  statements  of  ol  fxiv  is 
to  be  connected  with  the  ancient  discrepancies  among  historians  as  to  both  the 
reigning  king  (Artaxerxes  according  to  Thucydides  and  Charon,  Xerxes  accord¬ 
ing  to  Ephorus,  Dinon,  and  others),  and  the  circumstances  attending  Themi¬ 
stocles’  arrival  ;  cf.  11.  7-12,  n.  That  our  author,  like  Diodorus  but  unlike 
Plutarch,  favoured  views  opposed  to  that  of  Thucydides  is  clear  from  his  general 
support  of  Diodorus,  especially  with  regard  to  the  accession  of  Artaxerxes  (Frs. 
15—16) ;  but  the  influence  of  Thucydides’  language  is  apparent  in  11. 11-12  and 
evident  later  in  Fr.  6.  It  is  also  possible  that  Fr.  31  is  to  be  connected  with 
Thucydides’  and  Diodorus’  accounts  of  the  presents  of  land  made  by  the  Persian 
king  to  Themistocles  (11.  213-14,  n.),  and  Frs.  18  and  41  with  Diodorus’  account 
of  the  adventures  of  Themistocles  in  Persia.  Fr.  41  in  that  case  comes  shortly 
before  Fr.  i  (11.  246-8,  n.),  while  Fr.  18,  if  the  context  has  been  rightly  caught 
(11.  140-5,  n.),  may  be  placed  between  Frs.  i  and  2,  preceding  Fr.  31,  if  that 
fragment  too  refers  to  Themistocles. 

The  second  group,  consisting  of  Frs.  6-14,  is  concerned  with  Cimon’s  opera¬ 
tions  in  the  Aegean  and  Southern  Mediterranean  against  the  Persians,  which  are 
summarized  by  Thuc.  i.  98-100  and  more  fully  treated  by  Diodorus  and  Plutarch. 
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The  end  of  a  digression  (i.  e.  the  excursus  upon  the  career  of  Themistocles)  is 
announced  in  11.  ^6-y,  and  in  1.  37  a  new  section  begins,  just  as  in  Diodorus,  with 
the  departure  of  the  Greek  fleet  from  Byzantium.  This  town  had  evidently 
already  passed  out  of  the  possession  of  Pausanias  according  to  our  author,  as  is 
also  implied  by  Diodorus  and  Plutarch,  but  not  by  Thucydides,  whose  indefinite¬ 
ness  as  to  the  date  of  Pausanias'  expulsion  (i.  131),  coupled  with  a  statement  in 
Justin  ix.  I  that  Pausanias  held  the  city  for  seven  years,  has  led  to  a  controversy 
whether  the  transference  of  Byzantium  to  the  Athenians  took  place  in  476  or 
470B.  C. ;  cf.  Busolt,  Griech,  Gesch,  iii.  96k  1610  supports  the  earlier  date.  Our 

author's  account  of  the  capture  of  Eion  on  the  Strymon  is  clearly  borrowed  with 
hardly  any  variation  from  Thucydides,  Herodotus'  story  of  the  heroic  defence  of 
the  Persian  governor  being  ignored.  Diodorus  here  adds  a  sentence  about  the 
Athenian  projects,  which  is  probably  his  own  invention  (cf.  p.  103);  but  his 
description  of  the  capture  of  Eion  is  apart  from  some  unnecessary  verbiage 
equally  brief,  being  somewhat  closer  to  our  author  than  to  Thucydides  and 
having  the  same  general  construction  of  the  sentence  (11.  37-46,  n.).  Plutarch's 
account,  based  on  Herodotus,  is  much  longer. 

The  next  event  recorded  is  the  capture  of  Scyros  (1.  46),  which  is  briefly 
mentioned  by  Thucydides  and  Diodorus.  Our  author,  however,  seems  to  have, 
like  Plutarch,  devoted  much  more  space  to  this  episode,  which  led  to  one  of 
Cimon's  most  popular  exploits,  the  recovery  of  the  bones  of  Theseus.  After  1. 46 
Fr.  6  breaks  off;  but  it  is  practically  certain  that  Fr.  7,  which  mentions  ‘king 
Lyco[medes]  ',  is  from  an  account  of  the  Theseus  story  introduced,  as  by  Plutarch, 
in  connexion  with  Cimon's  capture  of  Scyros  (11.  49-51,  n.),  and  probably  Fr.  35, 
which  mentions  the  Pelasgians,  is  to  be  placed  between  Frs.  7  and  8.  It  is  signi¬ 
ficant  that  Diodorus'  reference  to  the  Pelasgians  at  Scyros  is  not  only  the  sole 
mention  of  them  in  Book  xi,  but  is  also,  except  the  mention  of  Byzantium,  the  one 
detail  in  his  account  of  the  operations  at  Eion  and  Scyros  which  is  not  ultimately 
traceable  to  Thucydides. 

After  the  capture  of  Scyros  Thuc.  i.  98.  3-4  proceeds  to  describe  a  war  with 
Carystus  in  Euboea  and  the  revolt  of  Naxos  before  coming  to  the  twofold  battle 
of  the  Eurymedon  by  sea  and  land  (i.  ico.  i).  Diodorus  on  the  other  hand, 
ignoring  the  first  two  events,  but  mentioning  Cimon's  return  to  Athens  in  quest 
of  reinforcements,  narrates  the  operations  in  Caria  which  led  up  to  a  naval  battle 
off  the  coast  of  Cyprus  on  the  same  day  as  the  land-battle  of  the  Eurymedon. 
The  inherent  improbability  of  Diodorus'  account  of  the  double  victory,  especially 
on  account  of  the  distance  of  Cyprus  from  the  Eurymedon  and  the  night-attack, 
which  is  a  favourite  stratagem  in  Diodorus'  battles,  has  been  generally  recognized 
and  ascribed  to  his  use  of  Ephorus ;  cf.  e.  g.  Busolt,  iii.  146^.  Our  author's 
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account  evidently  agreed  closely  with  that  of  Diodorus,  but  probably  narrated 
some  events  omitted  by  him  ;  cf.  Fr.  39  for  a  possible  reference  to  the  Euboean 
war.  Fr.  8  is  with  the  exception  of  a  couple  of  words  and  a  difference  of  order 
identical  with  a  passage  in  Diodorus’  description  of  the  Carian  operations,  while 
Frs.  9  + 10.  i +  53,  which  narrate  the  sea-fight  off  Cyprus,  are  also  couched  in  very 
similar  language.  The  numbers  of  the  ships  on  both  sides  taking  part  in  the 
naval  engagement  agree  exactly  with  the  figures  of  Diodorus,  the  figure  of  the 
Persian  ships  being  practically  in  accordance  with  that  ascribed  to  Ephorus  by 
Plutarch  (350  Ephorus  ;  340  1610  and  Diodorus ;  Phanodemus’  figure,  600,  is  an 
obvious  exaggeration)  ;  but  the  number  of  ships  captured  by  Cimon  is  stated  to 
have  been  100,  as  in  the  metrical  inscription  which  is  quoted  (no  doubt  from 
Ephorus)  by  Diodorus  and  is  perhaps  represented  by  Fr.  48  (cf.  p.  io;2),  and  in 
Lycurgus  and  Aristodemus,  whereas  Diodorus  himself  gives  the  number  as  ‘  more 
than  100  being  perhaps  influenced  by  the  different  figure  mentioned  by  Thucy¬ 
dides  (11.  63-76,  n.).  A  detail  omitted  by  Diodorus,  the  capture  of  a  Persian 
admiral,  is  recorded  in  11.  75  sqq.,  and  the  remains  of  Fr.  10.  ii  do  not  clearly 
correspond  to  any  passage  in  Diodorus  near  this  point,  being  too  slight  for  certain 
reconstruction  (cf.  11.  77-8,  n.  for  a  suggestion).  Probably  they  belong  to  the 
early  part  of  the  description  of  the  land-battle  of  the  Eurymedon,  and  are  to 
be  placed  not  long  before  Fr.  ii,  which  records  the  killing  of  the  Persian  general 
of  the  land-forces,  Pherendates,  in  language  practically  identical  with  that  of 
Diodorus.  This  coincidence  is  of  great  importance  for  deciding  the  question  of 
the  authorship  of  1610,  for  from  Plutarch  it  is  known  that  Pherendates’  name 
occurred  in  Ephorus,  from  whom  Diodorus  no  doubt  obtained  it  ;  cf.  p.  106. 
Frs.  13  +  13  continue  the  account  of  the  land-battle,  and  since  they  constitute  the 
longest  connected  piece,  afford  the  best  material  for  a  comparison  between  our 
author  and  Diodorus.  The  general  resemblance  between  them  is  very  marked, 
11.  94-101  presenting  only  trifling  variants  (cf.  pp.  103-4);  in  II.  101-T3  1610  gives 
the  more  precise  details  about  the  destruction  of  the  Persians,  while  Diodorus 
enlarges  upon  the  absence  of  the  moon  and  its  effects;  cf.  p.  134.  The  small 
Fr.  14  probably  came  immediately  after  Frs.  13  +  13  (1.  114  can  even  belong  to 
11.  113  or  1 13),  and  describes  one  of  Cimon’s  tactics  in  the  land-battle  in  terms 
similar  to  but  not  identical  with  those  of  Diodorus.  Concerning  the  date  of  the 
battle  of  the  Eurymedon,  which  has  been  ascribed  to  various  years  between 
470  and  465  B.  C.  (autumn  of  468  Busolt),  the  papyrus  gives  no  new  information 
beyond  its  general  support  of  Diodorus,  who  assigns  the  engagement  to  470,  but 
is  very  confused  throughout  the  Pentecontaetia  in  adapting  his  authority, 
Ephorus,  to  his  own  chronological  system  (cf.  p.  no).  It  is  noteworthy  that  1610 
agrees  with  Diodorus  and  Frontinus  as  to  the  locality  of  the  two  battles,  while 
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Polyaenus,  who  has  been  sometimes  supposed  to  represent  Ephorus  on  this  point 
more  exactly  than  Diodorus  (Busolt,  /.  inverts  the  scene,  ascribing  the  land- 
battle  to  Cyprus,  the  sea-fight  to  the  Eurymedon  (11.  63-76,  n.).  The  battle  of 
the  Eurymedon  tended  in  ancient  times  to  become  confused  with  Cimon’s  later 
operations  at  Cyprus  in  connexion  with  the  Egyptian  expedition,  and  all  details 
of  later  historians  concerning  it  which  are  inconsistent  with  the  statements  of 
Thucydides  are  usually  rejected.  The  small  Fr.  48,  if  it  belongs  to  the  inscrip¬ 
tion  about  Cimon’s  victories  which  is  quoted  by  Diodorus,  is  to  be  placed  after 
Fr.  14  (11.  267-9,  n.),  and  Fr.  28  also  perhaps  refers  to  the  land-battle  of  the 
Eurymedon,  coming  shortly  before  Fr.  1 1  (11.  200-2,  n.). 

After  the  battle  of  the  Eurymedon  Diodorus  (xi.  63-8)  proceeds  to  narrate 
first  the  revolt  of  the  Helots  and  Messenians  from  Sparta,  secondly  the  war 
between  Argos  and  Mycenae,  and  then  turns  to  Sicilian  affairs  before  reverting 
to  Persian.  The  corresponding  portion  of  1610  is  missing,  unless  Fr.  43  refers  to 
the  revolt  of  the  Helots  (11.  252-4,  n.),  and  Fr.  41  to  the  Argive-Mycenean  war 
(11.  246-8,  n.). 

The  third  section  of  the  papyrus  consists  of  Frs.  15  and  16,  which  both  refer 
to  Persian  affairs.  Fr.  16,  which  relates  to  the  plot  of  Artabanus  to  kill  Xerxes 
and  seize  the  throne,  is  almost  verbally  identical  with  Diodorus.  The  context  of 
Fr.  15,  which  mentions  Artaxerxes,  is  not  quite  certain  owing  to  the  incomplete¬ 
ness  of  the  lines  ;  but  most  probably  this  fragment  too  is  concerned  with  the  plot 
of  Artabanus,  and  immediately  preceded  Fr.  16,  affording  apparent  points  of 
contact  with  both  Diodorus  and  Justin  (11.  119  sqq.,  n.). 

With  regard  to  Frs.  17-62,  Fr.  53  has  been  assigned  to  11.  67-9  (p.  loi),  and 
the  most  likely  positions  for  Frs.  26  (p.  99),  35  (p.  100),  and  48  (p.  102)  have  been 
indicated,  while  suggestions  have  also  been  made  for  the  possible  context  of 
Frs.  18  (p.  99),  28  (p.  102),  31  (p.  99),  38  (p,  99),  39  (p.  loi),  41  (p.  99), 
and  43  (p.  102).  Fr.  17  seems  to  belong  to  a  geographical  description 
of  some  place  in  connexion  w’ith  a  battle,  being  comparable  e.g.  to  Diodorus* 
description  of  Plataea,  but  referring  to  a  different  place  (11.  134-9,  n.).  The 
remaining  fragments  contain  hardly  any  complete  words,  and  no  more  instances 
of  a  clear  correspondence  with  Diodorus  have  been  detected. 

The  relation  of  our  author  to  Diodorus  will  be  made  clearer  by  the  following 
table  of  agreements  and  contrasts. 

(i)  Exact  correspondences  of  1610  with  Diodorns.  11.  18-22  {iKeivov  fxev  vtto 
T7]S  7roA€(i)9  rjTLjxaa-fxevov  ttjv  be  ttoKlv  bia  tols  eKeivov  TTpd^eLs)  ;  30-I  (xa\e7T(i)TdTr]v  .  .  . 
TTpbs  eKeivov)  ;  ^6—61  (napaSaXaTTLaiv  .  .  .  TtoKeoiv  ocrat  p^ev  eK  rrjs  *EAAa6oy  ‘qcrav 
d7T(aKL(Tp€vaL  TTapaxpripa  <Tvv[e7TeL(re,  with  a  slight  alteration  in  the  order ;  v.  inf) ; 
63—9  (t6]i;  qdir  Ylep(r(bv  (tt6\o]v  Trepl  KvTTpov]  ....  [StaKOcrtVty  7Tev[T7]KOVTa  7r]p[os] 
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r/)ta[/coa-tay  K]ai  T€TTap[dKovTa]  with  slight  variations  in  the  order ;  v.  mf)  ;  84-8 
(roi;  p.€]v  aTpaTTjyov  .  .  .  [^€p€vbdT7j]v  a6eA[^t6ovrj  .  .  .  rod  /3acr[tXea)y  €V  Trj]  (TKrivfi)  ; 
94-8  (aTTo  r^s  fj-irdpov  ttjv  .  .  .  T(av  TTokcptLaiv  irpo','  ray  vav^) ;  267-9  (perhaps  from 
a  metrical  inscription  of  8  lines  quoted  by  Diodorus  ;  cf.  p.  102). 

(2)  htexact  corresponde7ices  zvifh  Diodoi'tis  (additions  of  Diodorus  other  than 
verbal  changes  are  in  round  brackets). 


Line.  1610. 

16-17  ^^5]  to(tovtol[9  btd  rjwr  €py(t)[v 
22-5  Tjjs  [M^yiaTYjs  Tt/xiJ?  vtto  T(av  ^Ekkrjvoov 
d^Koduaav 

27—9  (To](j}[(i>T 6.771  V  Kol  bLKaL\oTd[Tr}V . 

.  .]ra[r]>^[r]  K[al 
30  [y€Vopt.ijrrj]v 
37  .  .  .]  T7ap€i[€0\tJIXtV 
37“46  ^AOrjvdiot  Kipicovos  tov  MtArtaSov 
(TTpaTTjyOVVTOS  €KTT\€V(raVT€S  €K  Bv^aVTLOV 
fx^rd  Twr  (TvpLpidyoiv  ’Htoz/a  tt^v  iirl  2rpv- 
pLOVi  Yi^p(TSiv  typvTiov  elkov  Kai  [S#c0/)o]z;, 
rjv  vrjcrov  .  .  . 


58-60  e/c  77]$  *EAAa8oy  Tjaav  aTTc^KLo-pLevaL 
63-6  Tojr  7\p>v  riepo-iav  crToAo]i/  Trept  [77}V 
Kvirpov  (Tv]v7€7d[)(daL] 

66-J  biaKO(rL]at$  TT€v[71^K0V7a] 

69-75  7:apa7ayQtL(Ta$  Se  TTokvv  \p6vov 
TTokkd$  p.€v  7Q>v  Kivbvvtvovacdv  ISapjSapL- 
K(ov  V€(i)v  bU<f)6€ip€v  kKa7ov  8’  avTOty  dv- 
Spacrtr  clAe 

85  av76)v 


Diodorus. 

Tty  6e  roty  epyoty  .  .  .  rocrovroty 
iTTaipopLivrjv 

(ro0a)TaT?7z;  kol  i'iTULK€(r7d77]v 
yty€vr]iiiv7]v 

7T€7Tk€OvdKapL€V  7:ap€Kfidv7€S 
XOrjvaioL  (T7pa7r]ydv  kkopL^voi  Kt/zcom 
70V  M.  (/cat  hvvap.Lv  d^Lokoyov  7tapah6v7€$ 
i^izrep^av  im  77]V  Trapdkiov  77]$  XaLa$ 
^07]9r{aov7a  p€V7aL$  (Tvppa)(pvcrat$  TToAeatz;, 
ik€vdep(oaov7a  6e  ray  ITepatKaty  ert  (ppov^ 
pai$  /carexo/xeray.)  ov7o$  he  7:apaka^d)v  7ov 
(T76kov  iv  Bv^av7i(p  koI  (so  Reiske  ;  /cat  iv 
BvC  MSS.  ;  /cat  e/C  Buf,  is  suggested  by 
the  parallel  in  1610)  KaraTrAei/o-ay  iirl 
TTokiv  77JV  ovopa^opivYjv  ’Htoz^a,  7av7r]v  p\v 
riepawi^  Ka7t\6v7u)v  kyeLp^(Ta70y  ^Kvpov  Se 
IleAao-yiSz/  ivoiKOVV7(ov  Kal  AgAotto/z/  e^e- 
TToktopKTiae  Kal  K7i(T7r]v  ^A6r]vaLov  xara- 
cT7r](Ta$  Ka7eKk7]pov)(rio'€  77]V  y^copav. 
ijaav  e/c  r^y  *EAA.  diKpK,  ravray 
roz^  (ttoA.  7(dv  n.  hLa7pLl3€iv  Trept  7i]v  K, 

8taK.  /cat  7T€V77]K,  vaval 
y^vopivov  6’  dy(3z/oy  layvpov  (/cat  7Qv 
aroAo/z/  d/x^orepcoz/  kap7Tp(d$  dycovLCopivoDv 
70  reAevratoz/  ivCKoav  ol  XOrjvaLOL  Kal) 
TToAAdy  pkv  rc3r  kvav7t(ov  vav$  hii(i>d€ipav, 
(TrAetoi/y)  8e  T(dv  eKaror  (tvv  airoty  roty 
dvhpdai  eTkov 

7(ji>v  ^ap^dp(s)v  (roz^  erepoz') 
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93  St€reA[ot'2;  oji^rey 

94  [(ucrjre  vofiL^ovres 

96  ecjyobov  avroi^  yeyovivai 

98-101  ecpevyov  vitoXafi^avovres  eXvai  (j)t- 
\Cas 

101—12  ov  bi}  TToAAot  fxev  vtto  rStv  Kara- 
\€i(})d€VTOi)v  eKel  (pykaKcov  a7T4dvi](TKov  ev 
TVj  vvKTLy  770AA0I  Se  fwrrey  7]\L(rK0VT0 
‘TTepiniTiTovres  roty '^EAA?^(rtz^  bia  rtjv  a7ro- 
pCav  OTTOV  TpaTTOivTO  Kal  Tov  [^]i[o.t(f>vi'is\ 
a^roty  e[7rt77ea-drra  ^6j3]ov 

114-18  restoration  uncertain 
124-6  avTos  KaTa[(r')(^eiv  ^aaiKetav 
[(3ov\6fjL]evos 

128-32  ave]KOLVov[To  ti]v  iv  Trpdy 

[tov  evvovxov]  ^liOpL[baTT]v  KaTa]Kotp,t- 
[(TT^v  TOV  /3aaik€\(i)s 


TO,  TTpbs  aVTOVS  akkOTpLOOS  €XOVTas(?) 
bib  Kal  vopiCo-avTes 
eiTKpopav  elvai 
i)S  TTpdy  0tAtay  i<pevyov 

r?jy  be  i^vktos  (ovarfs  acreki^vov  Kal  axo- 
TeLvi]^)  crvvejSaive  ti]v  ayvoiav  ttoAv  piakkov 
av^ecrOat  Kal  p.i]beva  rakriOes  bvvacrSai 
Ib^'iv,  bib  Kal  TTokkov  (povov  yevofxevov  bia 
Ti]v  ara^Cav  ^apjSapcav 

Cf.  11.  J 14-16,  n. 

eKpivev  . . .  Ti]v  ^acr,  ety  €avrdi>  ixeTaartjaai 

avaKOLvoiadpievos  ttjv  eTtifBoykriv  ^rpoy 
AI.  702^  evv,  6y  7]v  KaraKot/ixtor^y  ro£j  flacr. 


(3)  Omissions  in  Diodorus,  11.  7-14  (different  accounts  of  Themistocles’ 
reception  by  Xerxes);  15,  25-6,  and  32-5  (sentences  in  the  estimate  of  Themis- 
tocles) ;  47-51  and  228-30?  (the  episode  of  Cimon’s  recovery  of  the  bones  of 
Theseus);  57  {Kakovp,evoiv) ;  75~6  (capture  of  a  Persian  admiral);  87  (o2;ra) ; 
119-22  and  125-7  (details  of  the  plot  of  Artabanus).  Besides  these  11.  1-7, 
52-5,  77—83, 111-13,  and  134—9,  all  of  which  are  incomplete  and  obscure,  seem  to 
belong  to  passages  not  corresponding  to  anything  in  Diodorus,  as  is  also  the  case 
with  many  of  the  minor  fragments. 

Where  1610  and  Diodorus  agree  as  to  the  sense,  but  express  themselves 
differently,  sometimes  one,  sometimes  the  other  is  longer ;  but  on  the  whole 
Diodorus  in  the  chapters  covered  by  1610  is  distinctly  the  shorter  of  the  two, 
details  and  even  whole  episodes  which  occur  in  1610  being  absent  in  his  work. 
We  postpone  the  discussion  of  the  few  passages  in  which  he  is  fuller  than  1610, 
until  the  question  of  the  authorship  of  the  papyrus  has  been  decided  (cf.  p.  iii) ; 
for  the  present  it  is  sufficient  to  point  out  that  none  of  Diodorus’  additional 
sentences  or  phrases  contains  anything  striking  or  implies  any  real  divergence 
from  1610,  except  perhaps  in  1.  74  (/^’Aetouy  rdiv  exaroV  for  1610’s  eKardv  with  regard 
to  the  number  of  ships  captured  by  Cimon  off  Cyprus).  Beside  the  conspicuous 
points  of  agreement  the  differences  between  1610  and  Diodorus,  apart  from  his 
omissions,  in  any  case  appear  trivial. 

The  remarkably  close  resemblance  between  our  author  and  Diodorus  must 
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be  explained  in  one  of  three  ways.  Either  one  of  the  two  writers  was  copying 
the  other,  or  they  derived  their  common  information  from  the  same  source,  i.e. 
from  the  historian  who  is  now  always  supposed  to  underlie  Diodorus*  account  of 
the  Pentecontaetia,  Ephorus.  Between  these  alternatives  the  choice  admits  in 
our  opinion  of  hardly  any  doubt.  The  agreements  between  1610  and  Diodorus, 
which  sometimes  amount  to  the  identity  of  a  whole  sentence  and  extend  over  not 
only  the  narrative  but  moral  reflexions  upon  the  character  of  individuals,  are  too 
marked  to  be  explained  satisfactorily  by  the  hypothesis  of  a  common  source , 
and  there  is  no  historian  among  Ephorus*  contemporaries  and  successors  who  has 
any  particular  claim  to  be  regarded  as  the  author  of  1610.  Theopompus,  apart 
from  the  great  antecedent  improbability  that  he  would  slavishly  copy  Ephorus 
(or  Ephorus  him),  dealt  with  the  Pentecontaetia  in  an  excursus  upon  Athenian 
demagogues  in  Book  x  of  the  (Fr.  90  Grenfell-Hunt),  whereas  1610  has 

all  the  appearance  of  belonging  to  a  comprehensive  history  of  Greece.  The 
detailed  description  of  the  plot  of  Artabanus  (Frs.  15-16),  which  is  probably  in 
part  derived  from  Ctesias  (11.  119  sqq.,  n.),  does  not  at  all  suggest  an  Ar^is*,  and 
Phanodemus  at  any  rate  is  excluded  by  his  divergence  from  1610  as  to  the  size 
of  the  Persian  fleet  in  the  sea-fight  off  the  Eurymedon  or  Cyprus  (11.  62-76,  n.). 
Callisthenes— apart  from  the  fact  that  his  histories  primarily  dealt  with  the  fourth 
century  B.C. —  is  excluded  by  his  disagreement  with  1610  on  the  subject  of  the 
name  of  the  Persian  general  of  the  land-forces  in  the  battle  of  the  Eurymedon 
(11.  84-8,  n.).  Of  the  historians  (other  than  Ephorus),  who  according  to  Plut. 
Themist,  27  (cf.  11.  7-12,  n.)  represented  Themistocles  as  a  suppliant  to  Xerxes, 
like  1610,  Dinon  and  Heraclides  wrote  histories  of  Persia,  not  of  Greece, 
Clitarchus  an  account  of  Alexander’s  Asiatic  campaigns.  Cratippus,  whose 
claims  required  to  be  considered  in  connexion  with  the  Hellenica  Oxyrhynchia 
(842),  wrote  a  continuation  of  Thucydides.  1610  might  conceivably  be  the  woik 
of  another  historian  of  about  the  age  of  Diodorus,  following  Ephorus  with  equal 
fidelity;  but  it  is  much  more  likely  that  the  agreements  between  1610  and 
Diodorus  are  due  to  the  circumstance  that  one  work  was  the  immediate  authority 
for  the  other. 

The  hypothesis  that  1610  is  based  upon  Diodorus  may  safely  be  dismissed. 
The  papyrus  was  written  only  about  two  centuries  after  him,  and  the  view  that 
it  represents  the  work  of  a  historian  of  the  Roman  period,  who  was  copying 
Diodorus,  is  open  to  several  objections.  Of  Diodorus  himself  there  are  no  extant 
papyri  and  Plutarch  is  equally  unrepresented.  The  circulation  in  Egypt  of  the 
works  of  the  later  Greek  historians  was  evidently  rather  limited,  and  about 
A.D.  200  people  still  preferred  the  more  famous  writers  (cf.  p.  no).  The  partial 
survival  of  Diodorus,  who  is  never  cited  by  heathen  writers,  though  the  title  of 
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his  history  was  known  to  Pliny,  is  due  to  the  circumstance  that  his  work  happened 
to  suit  the  Christians  (Schwartz  in  Pauly-Wissowa,  RealencycL  v.  664) ;  and  to 
suppose  that  he  served  as  the  main  authority  for  another  and  still  more 
elaborate  histoiy  of  Greece  composed  not  later  than  A.D.  150  is  to  attribute  to 
him  an  importance  to  which  he  has  no  claim.  12,  a  historical  composition  of  the 
Roman  period  in  Egypt,  illustrates  the  kind  of  synchronistic  Graeco-Roman 
annals  which  were  utilized  by  Diodorus  (cf.  Schwartz,  op.  cit.  v.  665),  but  bears 
no  resemblance  to  1610.  A  survey  of  the  differences  between  our  author’s  and 
Diodorus’  accounts  of  the  same  events  (cf.  pp.  102-^)  is  distinctly  unfavourable 
to  the  hypothesis  that  1610  is  the  later  of  the  two.  Thus  in  narrating  the 
capture  of  Scyros  our  author  is  much  more  detailed,  describing  incidents  which 
are  ignored  by  Thucydides  and  Diodorus^  but  not  by  Plutarch.  The  new  details 
in  1610  concerning  the  sea  and  land  battles  near  the  Eurymedon,  though  perhaps 
of  no  great  historical  value,  at  any  rate  indicate  a  serious  historian  of  a  higher 
calibre  and  distinctly  better  informed  than  Diodorus.  There  is  every  reason  to 
suppose  that  our  author  was  earlier,  not  later,  than  Diodorus,  and  the  way  is  now 
clear  fora  discussion  of  the  remaining  hypothesis,  that  Diodorus  was  copying  our 
author,  who  is  no  other  than  Ephorus  himself. 

The  identification  of  our  author  with  Ephorus  is  supported  by  many  con¬ 
siderations.  (i)  Ephorus  was  a  well-known  and  popular  writer,  extensively  used 
by  writers  of  the  Roman  period,  so  that  his  works  would  be  expected  to  turn  up 
in  Egypt. 

{2)  The  most  important  argument  of  all  is  that  1610  coincides  with  Ephorus 
and  Diodorus  both  as  to  the  visit  of  Themistocles  to  Xerxes,  not  Artaxerxes 
(cf.  p.  99),  and  the  name  of  the  Persian  general  Pherendates  (11.  84-8,  n.),  while 
1610’s  and  Diodorus’  figure  (340)  of  the  ships  in  the  Persian  fleet  in  the  sea-battle 
off  Cyprus  is  practically  identical  with  the  figure  (350)  ascribed  to  Ephorus 
(11.  62-76,  n.).  The  slight  difference  may  well  be  due  either  to  a  corruption  in 
the  MSS.  of  Plutarch  {v  for  y),  or  to  a  rounding-off  of  Ephorus’  figure  by  that 
writer.  These  three  are  the  only  extant  pieces  of  direct  evidence  concerning 
Ephorus’  narrative  of  the  events  covered  by  the  papyrus,  and  the  coincidence 
with  regard  to  Pherendates,  whose  name  is  a  certain  restoration  in  1.  86,  is 
particularly  weighty. 

(3)  The  close  relationship  between  1610  and  Diodorus,  though  this  resem¬ 
blance  often  extends  beyond  the  point  which  with  the  scanty  available  evidence 
could  hitherto  be  proved  as  regards  Ephorus  and  Diodorus,  is  in  the  main  such 
as  has  been  generally  considered  to  exist  between  those  two  historians  ;  cf.  pp.  105 
and  II 1-2  and  Schwartz,  op,  cit,  v.  679. 

(4)  The  general  relation  of  1610  to  Plutarch,  who  has  been  thought  (e.  g.  by 
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Busolt)  to  have  followed  other  historians,  e.g.  Theopompus,  Heraclides,  and 
Callisthenes,  more  than  Ephorus  in  dealing  with  the  Pentecontaetia,  is  also  quite 
in  keeping  with  what  would  be  expected  to  be  found  in  Ephorus.  Particular 
statements  of  Plutarch  with  regard  to  Ephorus  are  verified  (all  three  pieces 
of  evidence  discussed  in  (2)  are  obtained  from  Plutarch) ;  but  as  a  rule  Plutarch 
preferred  a  different  authority,  though  his  account  of  Cimon’s  recovery  of  the 
bones  of  Theseus  may  have  been  obtained  from  1610  (11.  49-5^>  "•)• 

(5)  The  traces  of  connexion  between  1610  and  (i)  Justin  (11.  119  *'•)> 

who  certainly  used  Ephorus,  (2)  Polyaenus,  (3)  Frontinus  (11.  62-76,  n.),  and 
(4)  Aristodemus  (11.  7-12,  62-76,  nn.),  are  such  as  would  be  e.xpected  to  occur,  if 

Ephorus  IS  the  author. 

(6)  The  account  of  the  capture  of  Eion  in  1610  (11.  37-46,  n.)  is  borrowed 
straight  from  Thucydides,  whom  Ephorus  is  supposed  to  have  used.  Elsewhere 
he  differs  conspicuously  from  Thucydides,  as  was  known,  with  regard  to  two 
incidents  which  occur  in  1610,  the  appeal  of  Themistocles  to  Xerxes  and  the  sea- 
fight  off  Cyprus  (11.  7-12  and  62-76,  nn.),  an  apparent  indirect  allusion  being 

made  to  Thucydides’  account  of  the  former  incident. 

(7)  The  arrangement  of  the  narrative  in  1610,  in  which  events  are  evidently 
grouped  not  annalistically  as  in  Thucydides,  but  rather  according  to  subject,  is  in 
accordance  with  the  definite  statement  of  Diodorus  v.  1  concerning  the  arrange¬ 
ment  adopted  by  Ephorus  (xara  yivos :  cf.  p.  no). 

(8)  The  disposition  of  our  author  to  digress  and  moralize,  which  is  illustrated 
by  his  excursus  upon  Themistocles,  is  quite  in  harmony  with  Polybius  reference 
(xii.  28)  to  Ephorus’  fondness  for  irapeKjSao-eis  and  yvoifioXoyiai. 

(9)  The  interest  shown  by  our  author  in  antiquarian  lore,  exemplified  by 
the  excursus  on  Theseus  (p.  100),  accords  very  well  with  Ephorus’  known  interest 

in  that  subject  (cf.  Schwartz,  op.  cit.  vi.  13). 

(10)  The  prominence  of  the  Athenians  in  1610  is  in  keeping  with  the 

supposed  sympathies  of  Ephorus  (cf.  Schwartz,  op.  cit.  vi.  14))  though  these  have 

been  disputed  (cf.  Walker,  Hell.  Oxy.  107).  _  _  _ 

(11)  The  historical  arguments  are  to  some  extent  reinforced  by  linguistic 
evidence,  for  there  is  a  general  similarity  of  style  between  1610  and  the  extant 
fragments  of  Ephorus.  Actual  quotations  of  his  words  are  very  few,  but  there 
are  occasional  agreements  in  them  with  1610  in  points  of  diction  (cf.  11.  26,  94-91 
102-4,  114-16,  nn.),  though  these  are  not  very  striking.  The  careful  avoidance 
of  hiatus  (cf.  11.  59-60),  the  monotonous  frequency  of  antitheses,  and  a  decided 
tendency  to  verbosity,  especially  in  the  reflexions  upon  Themistocles,  accord  very 
fairly  with  the  judgements  of  ancient  critics  upon  Ephorus’  style;  cf.  Cicero, 
Hortens.  Fr.  12  quid  .  .  ..  Ephoro  mitius  inveniri potest  1  \  Brut.  204  lenissimum 
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Ephori  ingenitim  ;  Dio  Chrys.  xviii,  p.  283  5e  7to\\7]v  ijl^v  laropiav  Tropa- 

OiScocTii;,  70  6e  vtttlov  Kal  ave^ixivov  7^9  aTrayyeXtas  (tol  ovk  iiTm]b€i.ov,  The  digression 
on  Themistocles,  if,  as  is  practically  certain,  the  whole  of  Diod.  xi,  58.  4—59  was 
taken  with  very  little  change  from  our  author,  contains  somewhat  more  rhetoric 
than  would  be  expected  to  appear  in  Ephorus,  and  is  nearer  to  Frs.  217  and  283 
(Grenfell-Hunt)  of  Theopompus,  which  also  have  a  series  of  rhetorical  questions, 
than  to  anything  in  Ephorus’  extant  fragments.  But  for  reasons  which  have 
been  given  (p.  105)  Theopompus  is  quite  unsuitable  as  the  author  of  1610,  and  in 
spite  of  the  well-known  saying  of  Isocrates  about  his  two  illustrious  pupils  that 
Ephorus  required  the  spur,  Theopompus  the  bit,  the  two  disciples  of  that  master 
probably  had  many  rhetorical  devices  in  common. 

Our  conclusion  therefore  is  that  at  last  there  is  a  papyrus  which,  especially 
in  view  of  its  coincidences  with  fragments  of  Ephorus,  and  its  close  agreements 
with  Diodorus,  can  be  ascribed  to  Ephorus  with  overwhelming  probability. 

The  books  of  Ephorus’  ^lo-Topiai,  which  dealt  with  the  period  round  that 
which  is  covered  by  1610  were  x-xiii ;  cf.  Schwartz,  op.cit,  vi.  5.  Fr.  107  (Muller) 
from  Book  x  is  concerned  with  Miltiades  at  Paros  and  belongs  to  the  interval 
between  Marathon  and  Salamis.  A  fragment  from  Schol.  Aristid.  p. 

(Muller,  FHG.  iv.  642)  refers  to  the  fine  of  50  talents  imposed  on  Miltiades 
and  paid  by  Cimon  when  a  young  man  (Plut.  Cimon  4),  i.  e.  before  the  events 
recorded  in  1610.  The  scholiast  gives  as  his  source  ’'E^ojoo?  Iv  tj]  TrpcoTrj,  which  is 
usually  corrected  to  evbeKaTrj.  There  is  also  a  difficulty  about  the  number  of  the 
book  in  Eph.  Fr.  109  ;  for  his  discussion  of  various  opinions  upon  the  causes  of 
the  rise  of  the  Nile  is  ascribed  by  most  MSS.  of  Theo  Progynin,  to  Book  xi,  but 
one  MS.  has  iv  Tjj  Tre/xTrr?/  in  the  margin,  and  Joannes  Lydus,  in  referring  to  the 
same  discussion,  attributes  it  rf/  Trpwr?;,  which  has  been  usually  corrected,  as  in 
the  other  case,  to  hbeKaTp.  Muller  accepts  iripLiTTy  as  right  on  the  reasonable, 
and  in  our  opinion  sufficient  ground  that  Book  v  was  geographical  and  is 
known  to  have  been  concerned  with  Asia  and  Libya  ;  but  Schwartz  (/.  c.)  accepts 
ivbeKaTj],  suggesting  (what  does  not  seem  very  probable)  that  an  excursus  on 
Egypt  ma3^  have  occurred  in  connexion  with  the  revolt  of  Inarus,  which  is 
narrated  by  Diodorus  in  the  chapters  immediately  following  those  corresponding 
to  Frs.  15-16  of  1610.  After  Fr.  109  there  is  no  fragment  of  Ephorus  which  can 
be  assigned  with  certainty  to  a  particular  event  and  book  until  Fr.  126  from 
Book  xvii  is  reached.  This  records  the  death  of  Alcibiades  and  corresponds 
to  Diod.  xiv.  II.  Fr.  no,  however,  a  mention  of  a  Sicilian  island  Ti;)(ta  in 
Book  xii,  is  doubtfully  connected  by  Schwartz  (Lc.)  with  the  expulsion  of 
Thrasybulus  from  Syracuse  in  about  466  B.  C.  (Diod.  xi.  68),  and  Fr.  124,  a 
mention  of  "'EvreXa  in  Sicily  in  Book  xvi,  is  thought  by  him  to  refer  probably 
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to  the  early  history  of  Dionysius  (cf.  Diod.  xiv.  9).  It  is  therefore  not  clear  to 
which  book  1610  belonged  ;  but  evidently  xi  or  xii  is  the  most  suitable. 

The  new  discovery  in  any  case  adds  fresh  fuel  to  the  controversy  concerning 
the  authorship  of  two  other  papyri  from  the  same  site,  the  Hellenica  Oxyrhynchia 
(842)  and  a  fragment  concerning  the  Orthagoridae  in  Sicyon  (1365).  In  our  first 
edition  of  842  we  discussed  the  claims  of  Ephorus,  Theopompus,  and  Cratippus 
to  be  regarded  as  the  author,  and  eventually  decided  doubtfully  in  favour  of 
Theopompus,  a  hypothesis  which  was  advocated  by  E.  Meyer  and  found  con¬ 
siderable  favour  ill  Germany,  but  very  little  in  this  country.  The  claims  of 
Cratippus  were  formerly  advocated  by  Walker  {Klio  v\\\,  356-71)  and  are  still 
supported  by  the  latest  editor  of  the  HelL  Oxy.,  J.  H.  Lipsius.  The  case  for 
Ephorus  has  been  well  stated  by  Judeich  {Rhein,  Mus.  1911.  94-139),  and  more 
fully  by  Walker  {Hell.  Oxy,  1912),  whose  able  advocacy  has  gained  many 
adherents.  With  regard  to  1365  our  view  that  Ephorus  (or  Aristotle?)  might  be 
the  author  has  been  disputed  by  M.  Lenchantin  de  Gubernatis  {Atti  Acc.  Torino^ 
li.  290-305),  on  the  ground  that  the  oracle  mentioned  by  Diodorus  referred  to 
Andreas  himself,  implying  that  he  was  to  be  the  first  tyrant,  whereas  1365  states 
that  Andreas’  son  Orthagoras  was  the  first  tyrant.  This  objection,  however, 
does  not  seem  to  us  insuperable,  for  Diodorus’  words  are  ort  ^lkvcdvlols  e)(^pr]crev 
ITv^ta  kKarov  err/  ixa(rTtyovon,i]6€(T6aL  avTovs,  ^TT^podTrjcrdvTcov  6e  avTcov  tis  0  ravra 
TTOirfdOiv  TidKiv  dir^KpCOr]  (S  av  KaTanX^vaavT^s  7r/)(or(j)  yeyev^jiAvov  vlov  dK.ov<r(ji(Tiv  •  .  ., 
which  points  to  the  vtos  (Orthagoras)  as  the  important  person. 

The  authorship  of  842  is  too  large  a  question  to  be  adequately  rediscussed 
here,  but  the  main  bearings  of  the  new  find  upon  the  problem,  assuming  that  we 
are  right  in  attributing  1610  to  Ephorus,  may  be  indicated.  Firstly,  the  agree¬ 
ments  between  842  and  Diodorus,  which  could  only  be  explained  by  his  direct 
or  indirect  use  of  the  author  of  842,  and  which  constituted  the  most  solid 
argument  in  favour  of  the  view  that  Ephorus  was  the  writer  in  question  (cf.  Part  v. 
125-7  >  Walker,  op.  cit.  50  sqq.),  are  less  marked  indeed  than  the  correspondences 
of  1610  with  Diodorus  in  Frs.  3,  8-1 1,  16,  but  are  on  much  the  same  level  as 
those  in  Frs.  4-6,  12  +  13,  ^5*  Secondly,  the  relation  of  842  to  Plutarch  and 
Justin  is  similar  to  that  of  1610  to  those  authors.  In  both  papyri  the  connexion 
with  Plutarch  is  slight,  but  their  influence  upon  Justin  is  traceable.  Thirdly, 
the  scale  of  the  history  in  the  two  papyri  is  not  dissimilar,  when  allowances  are 
made  for  the  comparative  paucity  of  evidence  for  the  more  ancient  period.  1610, 
though  its  account  of  the  capture  of  Eion  reproduces  the  brevity  of  Thucydides, 
not  the  details  of  Herodotus  (cf.  11.  37-46,  n.),  was  evidently  on  a  large  scale, 
being  even  more  detailed  than  Diodorus,  so  far  as  can  be  judged.  Hence  the 
discovery  of  1610  goes  some  way  to  remove  the  supposed  difficulty  (cf.  Part  v, 


no 


THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI 


L  c.,  and  in  answer  to  it  Walker,  op,  cit,  32  sqq.)  that  Ephorus'  history  was  less 
detailed  than  842.  Fourthly,  while  in  842  the  narrative  was  arranged  chrono¬ 
logically  in  the  style  of  Thucydides,  in  1610  the  arrangement  bears  no  sign  of 
being  annalistic,  and  was  evidently  to  a  large  extent  accoiding  to  subject , 
cf.  p.  1C7.  Here  1610  rather  damages  the  position  of  Judeich,  who  (pp,  cit,  no) 
minimized  one  of  the  chief  difficulties  in  the  attribution  of  842  to  Ephorus,  the 
fact  that  according  to  Diodorus  v.  i  Ephorus’  history  was  arranged  Kara  ykvos, 
and  maintained  that  Ephorus  did  write  more  or  less  annalistically.  Walker’s 
position,  on  the  other  hand,  is  less  affected,  for  he  had  acutely  divined  (pp,  cit,  30-1) 
from  Diodorus’  account  of  the  Pentecontaetia  that  Ephorus’  account  of  it  was 
arranged  according  to  subject,  not  annalistically,  just  as  in  fact  1610  shows  it  to 
have  been  with  regard  to  two  of  the  three  incidents  selected  by  Walker  as 
evidence  (Themistocles  in  Persia,  and  Cimon’s  operations  up  to  the  battle  of  the 
Eurymedon).  This  divergence,  however,  between  1610  and  842  (which  belongs 
to  Book  xviii,  if  it  is  by  Ephorus)  remains  something  of  a  difficulty  in  spite 
of  Walker’s  arguments  (pp,  cit,  32  sqq.)  for  the  view  that  in  the  later  books  of 
Ephorus  greater  respect  was  paid  to  the  annalistic  method.  Fifthly,  speeches 
in  the  style  of  Thucydides  do  not  occur  in  either  papyrus,  but  each  of  them  has 
at  least  one  excursus  (842  on  the  Boeotian  constitution,  1610  on  Themistocles  ; 
that  in  842.  x  on  the  character  of  an  individual  is  too  incomplete  to  be  at  all 
intelligible).  Lastly,  there  are  rather  more  agreements  in  diction  between 
1610  and  842  (cf.  15-17,  56-61,  73-4,  ^4-95  loi,  104,  121,  123,  nn.)  than 
between  1610  and  the  extant  fijagments  of  Ephorus  (cf.  p.  107),  which  owing  to 
the  length  of  842  is  not  surprising,  and  the  general  style  of  842  is  not  unlike 
that  of  1610. 

With  regard  to  1365,  the  circumstance  that  the  parallel  account  in  a  frag¬ 
ment  of  Diodorus  breaks  off  just  before  the  point  at  which  the  papyrus  begins 
prevents  us  from  knowing  the  extent  of  their  resemblance ;  but  they  combine  in 
most  respects  remarkably  well.  The  fondness  for  the  genitive  absolute  and  the 
repetition  of  the  article  with  an  adjective  placed  after  a  substantive,  which  were 
noted  (Part  xi.  107)  as  characteristics  of  1365,  do  not  appear  in  1610,  but  the 
general  style  is  not  at  all  dissimilar.  The  wide  range  of  the  library  to  which  1610 
belonged  and,  to  a  less  extent,  that  of  the  library  containing  842  (1365  was  found 
with  only  a  couple  of  Homeric  fragments)  render  us  unwilling  to  lay  much 
stress  on  the  circumstance  that  all  three  papyri,  which  are  approximately  con¬ 
temporaneous,  come  from  the  same  site.  In  about  A.  D.  200  copies  of  most  of 
the  Greek  authors  of  the  first  rank  and  many  of  the  second  and  third  were 
probably  still  in  circulation  at  Oxyrhynchus.  But  the  historian  who  would  be 
expected  to  come  next  in  popularity  to  Herodotus,  Thucydides,  and  Xenophon 
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is  Ephorus,  not  Theopompus,  whose  works  had  already  begun  to  perish  in 
Diodorus’  time  (Theop.  Fr.  28  Grenfell- Hunt,  oktw  rais  7T€VTi]KovTa 

ef  TreWe  biacpcavovo-iv) ;  and  if,  as  we  are  rather  disposed  to  infer  from  the  joint 
connexion  with  Diodorus,  842,  1365,  and  1610  are  the  work  of  one  author,  he  is 
certainly  Ephorus. 

To  summarize  the  chief  points  of  value  in  1610  from  the  point  of  view  of  our 
identification  of  its  author  with  Ephorus,  (i)  the  most  important  is  that  it  enables 
us  to  realize  for  the  first  time  at  all  adequately  the  debt  of  Diodorus,  particularly 
in  Book  xi,  to  that  author.  That  the  younger  historian  was  under  great 
obligations  to  the  older  has  long  been  supposed,  but,  since  Diodorus  also  used 
various  other  authors,  the  extent  and  method  of  his  use  of  Ephorus,  whose  name 
he  rarely  mentions,  had  nearly  always  to  be  guessed  rather  than  proved.  That 
he  sometimes  incorporated  whole  sentences  or  even  chapters  with  little  or  no 
change,  at  other  times  merely  paraphrased  or  abbreviated  his  main  authority, 
compressing  some  details  and  omitting  some  episodes  altogether,  but  adding,  so 
far  as  1610  goes  (cf.  pp.  102-4),  hardly  anything  of  his  own,  is  not  only  new 
but  very  valuable  information.  Where  Diodorus  is  perceptibly  longer  than  or 
different  from  Ephorus  in  1610,  the  new  matter  is  probably  in  the  main  an 
amplification  introduced  for  the  sake  of  variety  (11.  37-46,  loi-io)  or  a  mere 
rhetorical  exaggeration  (11.  69-75),  though  in  regard  to  the  latter  passage  some 
of  Diodorus’  variations  may  be  due  to  deference  for  Thucydides  (11.  62-76,  n.). 
It  is  particularly  instructive  that  Diodorus’  account  of  the  twofold  battle  of  the 
Eurymedon,  which  is  just  one  of  the  cases  where  his  precise  relation  to  Ephorus 
was  most  in  doubt  owing  to  the  divergent  evidence  of  Polyaenus  (11,  62-76,  n.), 
proves  to  be  on  the  whole  a  very  faithful  reproduction  of  the  older  historian,  and 
that  a  digression  such  as  that  in  Diod.  xi.  58.  4-59  on  Themistocles  is  now 
shown  to  have  been  borrowed  almost  verbally  from  Ephorus.  Evidently 
Diodorus  was  a  writer  of  very  slight  originality,  and  a  future  editor  of  Ephorus’ 
fragments  will  be  able  to  include  most  of  Diod.  xi  with  confidence.  His  debt 
to  Ephorus  in  that  book  is  almost  as  great  as  are  his  obligations  to  Agatharchides 
in  iii.  12-48,  where  a  comparison  of  Diodorus  with  the  excerpts  of  Agatharchides 
riepl  T7]s  ipv6pa^  OaXda-GTjs  preserved  by  Photius  shows  that  everything  in  Diodorus 
down  to  the  most  minute  details  is  borrowed  from  the  older  writer.  Theopompus 
on  the  other  hand,  so  far  as  the  Pentecontaetia  is  concerned,  does  not  seem  to  have 
been  utilized  to  any  serious  extent  by  Diodorus.  The  effect  of  1610  upon 
the  criticism  of  other  books  of  Diodorus,  especially  xii-xv,  is  also  likely  to  be 
considerable,  but  the  discussion  of  these  falls  outside  our  present  scope.  It  is 
clear,  however,  that  much  of  Diodorus’  work,  which  could  be  ignored,  so  long 
as  his  statements  were  regarded  as  merely  those  of  a  writer  of  the  Augustan 
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age,  will  henceforth  have  to  be  treated  with  the  respect  due  to  the  celebrated 
fourth  century  B.  c.  historian  whom  he  was  to  a  large  extent  copying. 

(2)  There  is  now  much  more  material  for  estimating  the  scale  of  Ephorus’ 
history  of  the  fifth  century  B.  C.  Diodorus  seems  to  have  incorporated  most  of 
the  essential  parts,  but  by  no  means  all  the  details  and  digressions,  and  Ephorus, 
as  is  shown  by  the  account  of  the  land-battle  of  the  Eurymedon  and  the  plot  of 
Artabanus,  evidently  wrote  at  very  considerable  length,  though  his  account 
of  the  capture  of  Eion  ignores  the  material  available  from  Herodotus,  and  the 
sea-fight  off  Cyprus  is  described  in  a  few  lines.  His  system  in  dealing  with  the 
Pentecontaetia  was  to  group  events  by  subjects,  not  by  definite  years,  an 
arrangement  which  led  Diodorus  into  great  confusion  about  the  chronology  of 
this  period.  But  in  dealing  with  the  fourth  century  B.  c.,  which  occupied  the 
second  half  of  Ephorus’  toroptat,  he  may  have  employed  a  different  method. 

(3)  With  regard  to  the  sources  of  Ephorus,  1610  exhibits  one  clear  case  of 
direct  borrowing  from  Thucydides  (11.  37-46,  n.),  and  an  apparent  reference  to 
him  in  an  allusion  to  authorities  vaguely  described  as  ol  fxiv  (1.  8,  n.) ;  but  in 
other  respects  1610  comes  into  marked  conflict  with  him  ;  cf.  p.  107,  Herodotus 
is  not  utilized  in  connexion  with  the  capture  of  Eion,  and  Frs.  15-16  do  not 
display  any  verbal  connexion  with  the  YlepcrtKa  of  Ctesias,  though  Diodorus’ 
language  in  a  passage  in  this  context  betrays  a  use  of  that  author ;  cf.  11. 119  sqq.,  n. 
There  is  now  more  reason  than  ever  to  suppose  that  the  metrical  inscription 
upon  Cimon’s  victories  was  quoted  by  Diodorus  from  Ephorus  (11.  267-9,  n.). 

(4)  Of  later  writers,  other  than  Diodorus,  who  dealt  with  the  Pentecontaetia, 
Plutarch  kept  Ephorus’  history  in  view,  but  preferred  to  follow  other  authorities, 
while  echoes  of  Ephorus  are  found  in  Justin,  Aristodemiis,  Polyaenus,  and 
Frontinus  (p.  107). 

(5)  For  Ephorus’  style  the  evidence  is  still  scanty,  and  it  is  difficult  to' judge 
it  fairly  from  fragments  so  discontinuous  and  brief  as  those  in  1610.  But  it  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  much  better  than  that  of  Diodorus,  the  leading  charac¬ 
teristics  of  it  being  easiness,  verbosity,  and  tameness,  with  a  tendency  to 
break  into  rhetoric  (cf.  pp.  107-8). 

(6)  The  discovery  of  1610  affects  many  points  in  the  controversy  concerning 
the  authorship  of  842,  and  to  a  less  extent  that  of  1365.  On  the  whole  it  rather 
supports  the  attribution  of  842  to  Ephorus,  since  it  tends  to  remove  the  difficulty 
caused  by  the  elaborate  scale  of  that  work,  and  reinforces  the  most  solid 
argument  for  ascribing  it  to  Ephorus,  the  evident  traces  of  connexion  between 
842  and  Diodorus.  In  the  light  of  1610  it  is  increasingly  difficult  to  explain 
those  agreements  with  Diodorus  from  the  point  of  view  that  842  is  the  work  of 
Theopompus  or  Cratippus.  On  the  other  hand  the  resemblances  between  1610 
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and  Diodorus  often  reach  far  beyond  the  point  attained  by  842,  and  the  principal 
obstacle  to  the  attribution  of  842  to  Ephorus  remains  in  a  somewhat  accentuated 
form,  the  strictly  chronological  system  imitated  from  Thucydides,  which  is  found 
in  842,  as  contrasted  with  Ephorus*  arrangement  according  to  subject,  which  is 
well  illustrated  by  1610.  With  regard  to  1365  there  is  less  evidence  for  the 
extent  of  its  resemblance  to  Diodorus,  but  the  hypothesis  that  it  came  from  an 
early  book  of  Ephorus  still  remains  attractive. 

Ephorus,  in  spite  of  his  celebrity  and  wealth  of  new  information  not  to  be 
found  in  Herodotus,  Thucydides,  or  Xenophon,  was  not  a  great  historian,  and  to 
judge  by  1610  it  may  be  doubted  whether  in  his  treatment  of  the  fifth  century  B.  C., 
which  brought  him  into  frequent  conflict  with  Thucydides,  many  of  the  novelties 
were  of  real  historical  value.  The  servility  of  Diodorus,  who,  as  it  now  appears, 
followed  Ephorus  almost  blindly  through  that  period,  and  was  practically 
incapable  of  original  composition,  has  probably  prevented  us  from  losing  very 
much  when  Books  x-xv  of  the  older  historian  perished.  With  his  history  of  the 
fourth  century  B.  c.  the  case  is  different.  Here  Ephorus  is  likely  to  have  been  as 
well  informed  as  Xenophon,  Theopompus,  or  any  other,  and  if  he  was  the  author 
of  the  account  of  Agesilaus*  and  Conon*s  campaigns  and  the  excursus  on  the 
Boeotian  constitution  in  842,  his  merits  were  by  no  means  inconsiderable.  Even 
with  regard  to  quite  early  Greek  history  he  was  sometimes,  if  1365  is  from  his 
work,  distinctly  independent  of  Herodotus  and  rather  valuable. 

It  is  in  any  case  satisfactory  that  with  the  recovery  of  these  fragments  of 
Ephorus  history  of  the  Pentecontaetia  the  ‘higher  criticism*  of  Diodorus  not 
only  can  point  henceforth  to  several  substantial  verifications  of  the  methods  of 
modern  research  in  ancient  history,  but  enters  a  new  phase. 
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[ . •> 
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Fr.  17. 

Fr.  18. 

Fr.  19. 

140  ]tx([ 

•  [ 

...]. 

^pOL'^VV  TOTTOV  [. 

< 

•  •  Or 

Kat  rov  (rr/)ar[. 

]r  •[ 

€4  .  [ 

. . . .] 

Kat  pOVOL  TCOP  [. 

a]S€\[(j)OP  ? 

....] 

r[o]7rot?  7r[ . 

€m]6tiy[aL  ? 

150  (7e[ 

.  ,]pop  €[.... 

145  ]•  ^«  [ 

n 

end  of  col.  ? 

Fr.  20. 

Fr.  21. 

Fr.  22. 

Col.  i. 

Col.  ii. 

160  ]a 

16 

5  ]i' 

155  •  [ 

]? 

]a\ 

?[ 

]crO€ 

]5a4 

]■  M 

fl 

1  aWa 

J  •  • 

]ap 

]vy 

] .  a  . 

] 

•  •  • 

n€.[ 

Fr. 

23  (tops  of  cols.  ?). 

Fr.  24. 

Fr..25. 

Col.  i.  Col.  ii. 

Col.  i. 

Col.  ii 

]aa  . 

]roi 

[ 

]•  <B 

[  ■ 

]pOVK 

]ecr 

naXip  a[ 

]Tvy 

hi 

]■ 

175  €/(«[ 

[x®" — ] 

a[ 

190  ]a(74 

'<t[ 

180  ]lov 

[85  a[ 

].  0 

]■ 

S[ 

195 


Fr.  26. 
E\]\T](riv 
]\v(Tai  ra?  [ 

€K€LPO  ?]i;  7rpa^€[L9 
>  •  [ 


Fr.  27. 

196  ]€Kl  .  .  [ 

]v  opav  [ 

]<Trii 

]aXa[ 


Fr.  28. 

200 

]  AOT}vaL\o 
]yovTO  /c[ 

]r[ 


Fr.  29. 

]co4 
2D5  ] .  ra 
Jtto 


Fr.  30. 

Fr.  31. 

Fr.  32. 

Fr-  33- 

]«r[ 

[.  .  .  ]a)c7r[ 

216  ]pai[ 

2  20  ]^[ 

]pTap[ 

TTjP  €5a)>c[6 

]oy  7rp[ 

]??[ 

■]apa  Tcc[p 

)(COpaP  T€[ 

.  ]<55t)«/  [ 

](TTCOY  [ 

] 

215  •  [ 

](pOll{ 

■  ]«^v[ 

II7 
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Fr.  34. 

Fr.  35  (top). 

Fr.  36. 

Fr.  37. 

]  •  v[ 

]  neXaayov?  [  231 

]  Kac  T  .  [ 

>,[ 

225  >[ 

]p  TLPa-  [ 

]Xi(7ra  [ 

235  ]  •  »'/[ 

]?[  23( 

D  Ka]Ta<pyy[ 

]to-f[ 

]rn[ 

]•[ 

end  of  col.  ? 

Fr.  38. 

Fr.  39.  Fr.  40.  Fr.  41. 

Fr.  42. 

237  [  T19  Se  ? 

240  ]  .  .  [  ]t[ 

246  ]ai[ 

jft)?  (5[€ 

Tei^[ — piiaL  ? 

]pTcop  eX  ]ro 

d  Wd 

250  ]TaT7]P 

? 

]oi  av  aXXr][  245  ]p€ia[ 

l‘« 

Fr*  43- 

Fr.  44.  Fr.  45. 

Fr.  46. 

Fr.  47. 

252  |a[  255 

]  ]  •  [ 

261  ]70[ 

]aAco[ 

/?«[ 

]Te/3o<[  ]  .  [.]  tt[ 

]r4[ 

265  ]vi  t[ 

TV[ 

]ao‘vy[  260  ]pT€  .  [ 

>r[ 

]’?[ 

Fr.  48. 

Fr,  49.  Fr.  50.  Fr.  51. 

Fr,  5^ 

267  pa  ?]uj  €X[o2/  ? 

270  ]vPT0)P  ]aL  . 

[  276  ri[ 

P[ 

]  apS[pcop  ? 

K]aL  TCOP  ]a)T[ 

7r[ 

280  t[ 

fie]y[a  ? 

]  •  275  ]77,[ 

i>v[ 

T0[ 

Fr-  53- 

Fr.  54.  Fr.  55. 

Fr.  56. 

Fr.  57. 

282  ]jo[  285  ]Xa[  287  ]ay[ 

]" 

291  ]v<p[ 

]ai  rer[ 

]i;to[  ]  KaTa[ 

290  ]ycop 

]9/[ 

]••[ 

Fr.  58. 

Fr.  59.  Fr.  6o. 

Fr.  61. 

Fr.  62. 

293  M  295  ]  .  q[  297  o[ 

301  ] 

]oi[ 

]vt[  t[ 

300  e[ 

]t<09 

Fr,  1.  (2)  .  .  .  nore  ...  (5)  ava]y[K]aL6v  [i](rTiv  [ . ]  €t[y]  ra  t6t€  7r[ept  tov]  e€fMi(rTOKk€o[vs. 

XI^yoval  8*  ot  ^€V  ©[rt  v7rc]/ni/»;o’€J/  avr^ov  2)i^]  TTfpt  t€  tJ)?  i/[avpa  /cat  rrjf  y^^€(j)vpas  TrpojjyyyetXe* 
7r[€pt  §€  T^V  i/av/xo;;i^[iay  .  .  . 

' it  is  necessary  to  (return  ?)  to  what  (happened)  then  concerning  Themistocles. 
Some  say  that  he  reminded  him  of  his  warnings  about  both  the  sea-fight  and  the  bridge;  but 
with  regard  to  the  sea-fight  .  .  ,* 

2.  ]i  or  ]q  can  be  read. 

4—5*  |‘y[ff]aioi'  I  the  supposed  y  could  be  p,  but  hardly  t,  v,  or  </>,  which  would  make 
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the  beginning  of  1.  5  project,  and  X  could  be  read  in  place  of  n.  euayjy'eJXioi^  (cf.  1.  12)  is 
excluded  by  the  fact  that  only  the  plural  of  this  word  occurs  in  Attic.  Bury  suggests 
€7ra]vt([pai  ara|y[K]aio»;  [ejorii'  {av6i9,  referring  to  a  previous  account  of  the  flight  of  Themistocles 
(Frs.  1-5  are  themselves  part  of  a  digression  anticipating  the  chronological  order  of  events ; 
cf.  1.  37  and  p.  99).  The  letter  following  vi  can  be  e,  but  the  hiatus  -vai  am-  is  an  objec¬ 
tion  to  this  restoration;  cf.  p.  107. 

6.  TO :  of  the  letter  following  e  all  that  survives  is  the  tip  of  a  stroke  which  might 
be  vertical  or  horizontal,  ei/ra  or  could  be  read,  but  suggests  no  suitable  word, 

7—12,  Cf.  p.  99,  Thuc.  i.  137  eairefiTrei  ypafifiara  Trpos  ^ao-iX/a  \pTa^ip^r]v  rbv  Sep^ov 
v€(ocTTi  ^aaiXevovra.  eS^Xov  be  17  ypofj)^  ort  ©fftnrro/cX^?  jJacoj  Trapa  ae,  os  Kaxa  ph  TrXftora 
elpyadpai  top  vphepop  oIkoPj  oaop  ;(pomv  top  (top  Trarepa  imopra  €po\  dvayKrj  rjpvpoprjp,  ttoXv  d’  €tl  TrXfito 
aya^a,  aa^aXcT  pev  ipoi^  iKeip(o  Se  ip  imKipdvPC^  irakip  diroKopid^  iylypero,  Kai  poi  €V€py€(ria 

6^€iK€Tai  {ypdyjras  T1^^'  TC  €K  laXajxtKOS  TTpodyV^^^’ii'  ttJs  dmxwpi^acws  Kai  Tr)^'  twi'  Ye<j>upa)V', 
rjv  TrpocreTroi^o'aro,  Tore  bC  avrov  ov  biaXvo’ip^j  xai  pvp  €)(<op  .  .  Plut,  Themist,  2*J 

QovKvbibrjs  p€P  ovp  kql  Xdpcop  6  Aapyj/aKijvbs  laropovai  T€dpr)K6Tos  Sep^ou  rrpos  top  vIop  avrov  t<S 
OcpKTTOIcK^'l  yeV€(T6uL  Tr]V  CPTCV^iP'  E(|>0p09  Se  KCtl  A€l^'C^)^'  KCll  KXctTCipXOS  KCtl  HpClIcXctSYJSj  €Tt 
S’  aXAol  ^rX€^o^'€5,  TTpos  auTo^'  d4>iKea0at  rot'  H^p^T)*'.  rol?  be  xP^vikois  boKcl  paXXop  6  QovKvblbrjs 
(TvpcpipeaOai^  Koinep  ovb*  avTois  uTpipa  (TVPTaTTopepos.  The  following  account  of  the  reception 
of  Themistocles  by  Artabanus  the  x^Xiap^o?,  who  is  identical  with  the  Artabanus  to  whom 
Frs.  15-16  refer  (cf.  11.  119  sqq.,  n.),  is  stated  by  Plutarch  to  be  derived  from  Phanias,  with  a 
few  extra  details  obtained  from  Eratosthenes  Trepl  ttXoutov,  and  Phanias  too,  as  is  observed 
by  Busolt,  iii.  132^  seems  to  have  represented  Xerxes  as  still  reigning  at  the  time  of 
Themistocles’  arrival;  cf.  1.  8,  n.  Plutarch  does  not  state  his  source  for  the  two  next 
chapters  (28-9),  which  relate  in  detail  the  reception  of  Themistocles  by  the  Persian  king 
and  the  honours  paid  to  him,  being  partly  derived  from  Thucydides,  partly  from  some  one 
else  (Heraclides?  Busolt,  iii.  129’).  A  different  version  of  the  letter  recorded  by  Thucydides 
is  put  into  Themistocles’  mouth,  rjKco  <701,  iSao-iXev,  OepKTTOKXfjs  .  .  .  ^  ttoXXo  pip  ocjielXovin 
Ilepcrat  kgkQj  nXeico  bi  dyada  Kwkvaapri  Tr}P  btco^ip,  ore  *EXXdSo?  ip  d(T(pa\€L  yepopiprjs  Trapiax^ 

rd  oiKOL  (TtaCopepa  xapto-atr^ai  rt  kql  vplp,  Diodorus  xi.  56.  8  shows  more  interest  in  the 
stratagem  by  which  Lysithides  introduced  Themistocles  to  Xerxes  (cf.  11,  246-8,  n.)  tlian 
in  Themistocles’  defence  of  himself  before  the  king,  which  is  described  quite  briefly 
KdKciPov  boPTOs  tS  GepicTTO/iXei  Xcjyop  koi  padopros  cos  ovbip  ^biKijaep.  Aristodemus  lO  Kai 
u7rep,»^<J€V  auTOi/  (sC.  Artaxerxes)  tS)p  eve pyeir loop  as  iboKei  KaTaredeiadai  els  top  rraTepa  avrov 
^ip^T^p^  Xeycop  Kai  ttjs  (TCOTrjpias  avrco  yeyeprjadai  aiTtos  [eV8€]t|a^ff  Xvcetv  tovs  ‘^EXX^tjpas  rd  (evypOy 

though  primarily  based  on  Thucydides,  shows  traces  of  a  knowledge  of  Ephorus  ;  cf.  11.  62- 
76,  n.  Nepos  {Themisi,  9)  follows  Thucydides,  sdo  plerosqiie  iia  scripsisse^  Themisioclem 
Xerxe  regnaiife  in  Asiam  iransuse.  Sed  ego  potissimum  Thiicydidi  credo  .  .  .,  quoting  the 
letter  to  Artaxerxes  Idem  miilio  phira  bona  feci  postquam  in  into  ipse  et  ille  in  periculo  esse 
coepit.  Nam  cum  in  Asiam  reverti  vellety  proelio  apud  Salamina  facto,  liiieris  eum  certiorem 
feci  id  agi  ut  pons  quern  in  Hellesponio  fecerat  dissolveretur  atque  ab  hostibus  circumiretur  :  qico 
nuniio  ille  periculo  est  liber aius.  The  earliest  authority  for  the  view  that  Xerxes,  not 
Artaxerxes,  was  the  king  in  question  is  Aeschines  Socraticus  quoted  by  Aristid.  ii.  293 
(cf.  1608).  The  date  of  Themistocles’  arrival  in  Persia  continues  to  be  a  matter  of  dispute  : 
Busolt,  iii.  132^  sides  with  Thucydides,  and  assigns  that  event  to  a  period  shortly  after  the 
spring  of  464. 

8.  01  pep :  cf.  the  previous  n.  Thucydides  is  probably  included,  for  the  expressions  in 
IL  n— 12  seem  to  be  derived  from  him,  though  avT[ov  is  apparently  Xerxes,  not  Artaxerxes, 
cf.  the  next  n.  Dinon  may  also  be  meant,  for  he  was  approximately  Ephorus’  con¬ 
temporary.  Clitarchus  and  Heraclides,  who  were  younger,  can  hardly  have  been  referred 
to  by  Ephorus,  nor  can  Phanias  (cf.  the  previous  n.),  who  was  the  disciple  of  Aristotle. 
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8—9.  vne  ^fipr)(T€p  I  \\Q  prefer  V7re]|ui/^cr€^  to  avs^^vrjtreu  on  account  of  the  parallel 
in  Aristodemus  10  cited  above.  His  work,  the  date  of  which  is  unknown,  is  based  mainly 
'  on  Herodotus  and  Thucydides,  but  its  frequent  resemblances  to  Diodorus,  especially  as  to 
the  causes  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,  suggest  the  use  of  Ephorus,  and  vnefivrjacp  alrav  looks 
like  a  reminiscence  of  the  present  passage.  av7[ovj  however,  here  is,  we  think,  Xerxes  not 
Artaxerxes,  because  (i)  there  is  no  mention  of  the  king’s  father  (cf.  Thuc.  l.c»);  (2)  the 
accession  of  Artaxerxes  is  described  by  Diodorus  in  a  much  later  chapter,  to  which 
Frs.  15-16  refer;  (3)  Ephorus  is  definitely  known  to  have  agreed  with  the  majority  of 
historians  that  Xerxes  was  the  reigning  king.  The  difficulty  is  that  owing  to  the  loss 
of  the  second  part  of  the  sentence  from  1.  14  onwards  it  is  not  clear  whether  our  author 
accepted  the  opinion  of  at  /xeV  or  not.  If  he  rejected  it,  then  avT[oi/  might  be  Artaxerxes 
and  Fr.  i  would  be  more  suitably  placed  after  Fr.  16,  with  a  backward  reference  in  II.  5-7 
to  the  account  of  Themistocles  in  Persia  which  must  in  any  case  have  preceded  Frs.  2-5. 
This  would  have  the  advantage  of  making  the  suggested  connexion  between  11.  7-12  and 
both  Thucydides  and  Aristodemus  closer ;  but  we  are  unwilling  to  separate  Fr.  i  so  widely 
from  Frs.  2-5,  seeing  that  Themistocles  is  the  subject  of  them  all.  To  retain  Fr.  i  where 
it  is,  and  make  avi[ov  Artaxerxes,  with  a  possible  forward  reference  in  11.  5-7  to  a  subsequent 
mention  of  Artaxerxes,  is  a  possible  compromise ;  but  with  [Trpojj^yyetXf  the  most  natural  dative 
to  be  supplied  is  avrSj  i.e.  Xerxes,  not  t<d  7raTp\  avrav  which  would  be  required  by  the  identifica¬ 
tion  of  av7\av  with  Artaxerxes. 

10.  r[aL'/ua];(taj :  cf.  1.  1 3,  Hdt.  viii.  75,  Thuc.  Lc,,  Diod.  xi.  17,  Plut.  Themist,  12 


and  28. 

11.  :  cf.  Hdt.  viii.  IIO  ras  iv  *EXXr/(77rai^ro)  yecpvpas  \v€LVj  Thuc.  Diod.  xi. 

19.  5  naidaycuyov  Ta>v  Idicov  vi^v  aTreVrftXc  Trpvs  top  S€p^rjp  8rl\a)(TOPTa  Start  /leXXavcrti/  ot  ‘^EXXryi/es 

n\€vcrapr€s  cVt  to  ^evypa  Xv€ti/  rrjp  y€(pvpap,  and  the  next  n.  Diodorus’  employment  of 
the  singular  (Hdt.  and  Thuc.  have  the  plural)  confirms  y[€(f>vp(is  here;  but  the  stroke 
following  TTjs  might  be  round  just  as  well  as  straight. 

12.  [TTpojf^yyetXf :  cf.  Thuc.  /. tr.  TTpadyyeXo'ip,  would  also  be  suitable;  cf.  Plut. 

TheM^  12  ai^  eKTrepnei  Trpo?  top  Sfp^rfv  Kpv<pa  tceXcvcraj  \eyeip  qti  ©c/itcrra/cXi}?  6  tS>p  AOrjvaiccp 
(TTpOTT^yos  aipoi  p€PQS  TO  ^acTiXedis  €^ayyiW€L  TTpayros  avT^  tovs  "EXXt/i^a?  oTroStSpacrKoi^Ta?. 


Fr.  2.  Tiff  Sf  .  .  .jcot'  CO'7rOu8[GO'€  ; 


Tty  ?]  Se  TOOQXJTQ^  SlO  }  T^dip  €pytL[l/ 


15-17.  Cf.  p.  99  and  Diod.  xi.  59.  2  riy  Se  irpas  dnaa-av  Tr]P  €k  ttjs  *Acrta?  bvpapiv  dpacTTCiTa 
rrj  TrdXet  napaTo^^Bets  iviKY)(T€\  Tts  Sc  TOis  epyois  ip  ^tp^prj  tt}u  TrarptSo  bvpaTr]v  K'arecrKfuaae 
TocrouTois  (rovTots  ]\ISS. ;  ratodroty  or  Tocrat^TQtff  Reiske).  \iip  Can  be  a  participle  or  the 
end  of  a  phrase  like  Std  Tdip  epycop.  With  cWovS^aac  cf.  842.  xiv.  7  danavda^ov  cWaXcpojo-at. 


Frs.  3-5.  .  .  .  ik^€ivop]  ph  VTVQ  T^S  7ro'Xf[cos]  7)Tipa(Tp€POPj  t[i7v]  Sc  ttoKip  Std  T[d]ff  €K€ipov 
7rpd|^€[tff]  Trjs  p€yl(TTr)s  Tiprjs  vtto  TcdU  ^EWrjPcop  d^icodelcraPj  ^  p€yaXr]p  (jjyepoi/i  ?'jip  aiap .  . .  o-a^cjy^coTaTrjP 

Ka\  St/<atjOTd[Tt^J^ . \y€Vop€Pr)]p  TTpbs  eKf[ti/QU.  ot  S*  d]7roXop/3di'ao[o-it/ 

art  etjTTfp  dK?  SojCi/at  TTj^p  fiyepopia  •  •  . 

*  ,  .  .  that  while  he  was  dishonoured  by  the  cily,  the  city  owing  to  his  achievements 
was  held  by  the  Greeks  to  be  worthy  of  the  highest  honour,  which  (city  founded)  .  .  . 
a  great  empire  .  .  .  (the  city)  which  was  the  wisest  and  justest  became  the  most  .  .  .  and 
.  severe  to  him.  Some  suppose  that,  even  if  he  wished  to  surrender  the  hegemony,  .  .  .  ’ 


18  sqq.  Cf.  p.  99  and  Diod.  xi.  59.  3  Stdr-ep  otop  to  pdycOos  Tap  tpyap  avTQv  OeapTjo-apep 
KOI  (TKa7ravPT€s  TO,  KOTO,  pepoff  €vp<j)p€P  cKeik'Ot'  pet'  uird  tyJs  ttoXcws  ‘rjTtpaorpet'Ot',  tt]!'  8c  iroXit'  8id 
Tas  cKCit'OU  Trpd^cis  enaipopeprjv^  (Ikotcos  t^p  SoKavcrai/  (ipat  Tap  diraa-ap  naXeap  cro(J>wTdTy)t'  Kai 
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eTrt€tK€(rTdTYi»'  Trpos  cKcti'oi'  cvpiaKOfiev  €i;[p](o[p€v]  is  inadmissible 

in  1.  i8. 

21- 2.  T[a]ff  €K€ipov  Trpo^fis :  cf.  11.  1 93-4,  where  the  phrase  perhaps  recurs,  suggesting 
that  Fr.  26  belongs  to  this  context. 

22- 5.  Diodorus  has  only  one  word  here  in  place  of  seven:  cf.  p.  103. 

26.  ^riycpovL^av  :  cf.  EphorUS  Fr,  6*J  TiKcvrr^davTOS  yap  cKetVou  (Epaminondas)  T^v  t)yfpoi/iav 
aTTo^akflv  €i6vs  tovs  Orj^aLovs,  oiovet  is  inadmissible. 

27-31.  Cf.  Diod,  Lc,  The  division  of  lines  in  Frs.  4  +  5  is  uncertain,  but  there  is 
hardly  any  doubt  that  Fr.  5,  containing  the  supposed  ends  of  11.  29-31,  is  rightly  joined 
to  the  other.  Bury  suggests  aXXcof  before  (To^(p^c»Ta\rjv  and  pa|rain]ro[r]j7[i/]  before  x[dt.  Cf. 
1.  32,  n. 

30—1.  [yet'oj/x6w?]y :  ^y€y€VT)^p€i-r)’^p  (cf.  Diod.  /,  r.)  seems  too  long  for  the  lacuna. 

32.  v]7ToXap^avoi[aLv  :  cf.  11.  94-9,  n.  The  adopted  restoration  of  11. 32-5  was  proposed 
by  Bury.  €^ovXrj[$T)  produces  a  hiatus,  which  is  unsatisfactory  (cf.  11.  4-5,  n.);  but 

7Tpobo]vvoL  seems  too  long,  if  is  the  beginning  of  1.  30.  With  the  division 

XojXeTrjojrnrr;*',  however,  7rpo|5o]vi/ai  could  be  read;  cf.  11.27—31,  n.  The  division  xaX€|7r]a)Tnr»^i' 
would  create  a  great  difficulty  in  1,  31,  for  there  would  not  be  room  for  \vrf\p  or  \(Ta]v 
and  a  participle  is  wanted  there,  the  v  being  nearly  certain. 

34.  The  vestige  of  a  letter  before  vm  suggests  y,  t,  or  v,  so  that  T]rjp  atri[ni/  is  unsatis¬ 
factory,  though  the  doubtful  rj  can  be  t.  a7ra[(Tav  is  possible,  but*  with  another  word  than 
r)y€povLa]vy  for  which  cf.  1.  26,  n. 


Fr.  6.  ,  .  .  €lp7)^p€V  .  .  .,  o6€p^  nape^y^^jpcp.  ’A[^);]yarot  [fijc  K[i]/ia)i/os‘  tov  MiXtioSov 

crrpaT?yyov[»'7 ]os  €K7T\€V(TapT€s  CK  Bv^apTiov  pera  t5>p  avppaxf^v  [*Hi]di/a  rrjp  cVi  2Tp[v/ud]i/t  UepaSyp 
[tci)]i/  €i\op  Koi  [S^rpo^,  ^p  i'^Cf[o]i'  .  .  . 

'  .  .  .  from  which  we  digressed.  The  Athenians  under  the  command  of  Cimon  son  of 
Xliltiades  sailed  out  from  Byzantium  with  their  allies,  and  captured  Eion  on  the  Strymon, 
which  was  in  the  possession  of  the  Persians,  and  Scyros,  which  island  .  . 


36— 7.  Probably  tois]|  eiprj^pcpois  or  Ta)z/]|  eLprj^pepatv^  For  oSep"^  cf.  Arist.  Eth,  Nic*  i.  5*  i 
nape^e^Tjpep^  and  for  7rap€^[e^yjp€P  Diod,  xi.  59.  4  7T€p\  p€P  ovv  t^s  OepiaTOKXeovs  dpeTrji  ei  Ka\ 
TreTrXcopdKapev  7rap€Kpdi'T€s,  dXX*  avv  ovk  d^iop  .  ,  .  The  digression  evidently  contained  the 
estimate  of  Themistocles  (Frs.  2-5);  but  the  fibres  of  the  verso  of  Fr.  6  suggest  that 
it  belongs  to  a  different  column.  Bury  suggests  something  like  cTrapicapep  de  toctovtcop  rrepiTov 
©eptcrro/cXcovs]  fiprj'^pepcop  I  cf.  11. 4— 5,  n. 

37- 46.  Cf.  pp.  99-100,  Hdt.  vii.  107,  where  the  heroic  defence  of  Eion  by  is 

described  in  some  detail,  Thuc.  i.  98  (the  source  of  the  present  passage;  cf.  p.  107)  npo^rov 

’Hiom  TTji' £TTi  Irpup-oi'i  M^dcop  exol'TWi'  noXiopKia  cTXoi'  koX  ^pSpanodtaaPj  Kip.coi'os  TOu  MiXTidSou 
OTparrjyoui'TOS.  eTreira  iKupov  rrjp  A  tw  Atyatw  VY\(TOPy  ’r\p  cokovv  AoXott^j,  ^pbpaT.obiaap  Kai  aKicrau 
avToi,  and  Diod.  xi.  60.  1-2  ’A0Y]vatot  aTpaTT)y6^'  €Xdp€^'ot  top  MtXTidSou  ktX.  (cited  on 

p.  103),  which  is  longer  than  1610,  but  adds  nothing  new  about  the  capture  of  Eion,  and 
bears  distinct  traces  of  derivation  from  1610,  especially  the  mentions  of  Byzantium  and  Pelasgi 
(cf.  p,  100).  Plutarch^S  account  {Civion  7)  (Tvppaxonp  ^brj  TTpO(TK€X(^p^>^dTQiV  ai»r<5 

arpaTrjyas  els  OpaKrjp  eVrXevo'c,  TTVvdapopevos  T\.€p(TS>v  dpbpas  eVSo^ov?  Ka\  avyycpeis  ^aaiXeays 
77oX(i^  napa  tq  SrpvpoPt  Kcipeprjp  TiorapS  Karexopros  epoxXup  rots  irep'i  top  tottop  €K€ipop  ‘^EXkrjart, 


TrpaTOP  pep  ovp  avTOvs  paxfj  tovs  Hepaas  ePLKrjae  Ka\  KaTeKXei(T€P  eis  Tr)P  ttoXip"  eTreira  tovs  vnep  ^Tpv- 
popa  OpaKas  ktX.,  which  proceeds  to  narrate  the  story  of  Bayr^s  (here  called  Bovtt^s)  told  by  Hdt., 
is  based  on  other  historians  than  Ephorus. 

46.  [2Kvpo]p:  cf.  Thuc.  and  Diod.  //.  cc.  Our  author  was  much  more  detailed; 


cf.  Fr.  7. 
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Fr.  7.  49-51.  Cf.  p.  100  and  Pint.  Cwion  8,  where  the  story  of  Cimon  s  recovery  of 
the  bones  of  Theseus  is  narrated  in  detail,  being  possibly  based  on  Ephorus,  especially  the 
mention  of  Lycomedes,  rrvvOavofJieuos  8c  tov  7ra\at.6v  Orjarea  TOP  Aiyccoy  (pvyopTU  fiep  c^  A6r]pu>p  €ls 
^KiipoPy  avTov  8'  aTToSat  oPTa  8dX©  8id  (j)6^op  vtto  AvKOfirjBovs  tov  jSacjtActoff  €(T7ravbaa€  top  rdepop 

dp€vp€ip,  avjl^Tou  8c  TTpJoff  would  make  1.  5^  rather  short,  but  perhaps  av|^Toy  ^sc.  Theseus^ 
S(c)  .  .  .  fX€p]os  should  be  read.  Fr.  35,  which  mentions  the  Pelasgians  and  a  Ka]Ta<l)vy[^  ? y  is 

probably  to  be  connected  with  the  episode;  cf.  p.  100. 

55.  $j](Tt[ :  the  last  letter  might  be  y,  /c,  or  tt,  but  not  c,  so  that  a  reference  to  Theseus 

(cf.  the  previous  n.)  is  inadmissible. 

Fr.  8.  TQ)V  7rapaO]aXa[TTUp  Ka'ko'\vp4poi[p  ttoXccoi/  oa]ai  ph  cV  t[^s  'EXXd]8oj  ri<ja[p  d7rw]/ct(7/x€i/at 
7r[apa]xp^Ma  (rvr[c7rcio’c  .  .  . 

"...  of  the  so-called  coast  cities  those  which  had  been  founded  from  Greece  he  at 
once  persuaded  (to  revolt).^ 

56-61.  The  division  of  lines  in  this  fragment  is  practically  certain.  Cf.  p.  loi^  and 
Diod.  xi.  60.  4  TxXcvcra?  ovp  perd  ttoptos  tov  (ttoXov  npos  t^p  KapiaVy  TWV'  ‘irapaOaXaTTtWk'  ttoXccji' 
OCTtti  piei'  rjo-aj'  ck  Trjs  ‘EXXdSos  dirwKKrpeVat,  tovtos  TTapaxp^jfAa  crwiireicrcv  aTToa-T^jpai  TUiP 
H€p(Tci>Py  o<Tcti  8*  V7rijp)(0p  diyXcoTTOL  KOI  <j)povpas  f)(0V(Tat  Il€pcriKas  ,Siop  7rpo(Tay(iiP  cTToXtopKCi,  which 
only  differs  by  the  omission  of  KoXovpipcoPy  the  changed  position  of  ^(rapy  and  the  insertion 
of  TavTos.  Plutarch's  account  {Cimon  12)  is  differently  worded,  rd  peV  cVdp^ci  kuX  KOT^aTpi- 

^CTO,  rd  8c  d(f)i(TTr]  koX  7rpo<Tr}y€To  rots  ^^EXXj^ctii',  &crT€  ttjp  ott  Icoi/ia?  AaiaP  Ylap(l>v\ias 

TraPTaTraat  Uepo’tKMP  ottXodp  iprjpS^o’aiy  and  proceeded  to  give  fresh  details  omitted  by  Diodorus. 
With  7rapa^]oXo[rTiW  cf.  842.  xxi.  17  ^pvyias  r^y  7rap[a^a]Xarrt8ioi;,  and  with  d7V(£Ki(Tphot. 
Ephorus  Fr.  30  a  (FHG.  iv.  642)  from  schol.  Aristid.  p.  ii.  17  Dindorf  oi  “rds  dnoiKias 
KOLTaKiyovuip'  €is  ^'K(f)opop  dTrorctVcTat  os  ircpi  t^s  ^(oviKr^s  oTTOLKias  cypo\|/'c  (sc.  in  Pook  iii). 

Frs.  9  4-10  +  53.  ...  Ki'pcop  nwOapdpepos  rdjy  t[(^p  UepaaiP  ordXojy  TTcpi  [r^i/  KvTrpov 

(7v]yT6Td[x^ai,  BtaKoai  ats  7Tfi[T^KOPTa  7r]p[dff]  Tpio[KO(rias  K]a\  T€TTap[uKOPTa.]  7rapaTox\0€i(r]as  8€  ttoXvp 
Xpopop  TToXXdy  p€P  T(OP  /(^ti/^8v^'cvovo'cI)i'  (^ap^a^pi^KSiP  pewp  8tc(^^c|^ip jci^,  €KaTGP  8  avroiy  ^aji'8pao'ii'  [cjtXc 
^a)ypi5[(7oy  rjor  7r[ . ]o)i/  ... 

‘  (Cimon  attacked,  perceiving)  that  the  Persian  fleet  was  drawn  up  off  Cyprus,  with 
two  hundred  and  fifty  ships  against  three  hundred  and  forty.  After  they  had  opposed  each 
other  for  a  considerable  time,  he  destroyed  many  of  the  barbarians  ships  which  ran  into 
danger  and  captured  a  hundred  of  them  with  the  crews,  taking  alive  .  .  . 

62—76.  Cf.  p.  lOI  and  Diod.  xi.  6o.  5-6  ol  8c  IJepo-ai  t6  pip  tt^^op  o-rparcupa  8t  eavTtdp  '^orc- 
(TKedauaPy  to  8c  povtikop  rjOpoKTOP  €K  rc  ^oipikyjs  koi  Kinpov  koI  KiXiKias'  cWpaT^ycl  8c  t&p  UepaiK^p 
Bvpdpcwp  TtOpav(rTr]Sy  vios  a)P  Sep^ov  poOos,  Kipcop  8c  TTVpOavopepos  TOi/  creoXop  tC)V  HeperCiP  biarpi^etp 
Trcpl  TT]V'  Kuirpov  kui  trXcvo'as  eVt  rovs  ^op^apovs  €pavpaxf]0’€  BiaKOdiats  ‘ir€i'TT]KOi'T(i  pavci 
TpiaKoaias  Kal  TCTrapaKO^'Ta.  yepopepov  8  aycoi/os  icrxvpov  kgi  tq)p  o’roXan^  ap(f)oT€po)P ^Xopirpa>s 
dycoi  iCopevap  to  reXcvToiop  ipUcap  ol  "AOrjpoioi,  Kol  iroXXas  p.c^'  tS>v  ipapTioiP  pads  Sie^Octpai/, 
TrXeiovs  8c  Ta>p  CKaroi'  (Tvp  auTOts  rot?  dt'Spdo'O'  elXov'.  to)p  8c  XoinaiP  P€a)P  KaTa<pvyov(TaiP ^  ciff 
rrjp  Kvnpop  oi  plv  ep  avrais  dpbpes  els  ttjp  yrjp  dnexd>pr](JQPy  at  8c  p^es  k€po\  to)P  ^otjBovpt^p  outrat 
Toils  TraiXepiots  cyepriOrjaap  vTTox^ipf-oi,  In  xi.  62.  I  Cimon  s  total  captures  in  connexion  wit 
this  battle  are  estimated  at  340  triremes,  i.  e.  the  w'hole  Persian  fleet,  Diodorus  forgetting 
there  to  allow  for  the  ships  sunk.  Plutarch's  account  {Cimon  1 2),  as  usual,  is  mainly 
different,  ^E(|)opoy  pip  ovp  TiOpaixjrrjp  (f)r)cr\  TOiP  fia(riXiKa>p  peoip  apx^iP  koi  tqO  tic^oi;  ♦€p€i/8aTT|V' 
(cf.  1.  86),  KaXXi(7^cr7;y  8’  ^Apiopdpbr]P  top  Toi^pvov  KvpiQiTOTOP  opto  t?]s  bvvdpeois  TTcpd  top  Evpvpebopra 
Tols  povat  TrapoppeiPy  ovk  opto  paxctr^ai  to7s  "EXXi^tri  TrpodvpoPy  aXXa  npoabexopepop  oybo^iKoVTo  pads 
^oiphdos  arro  Kvnpov  TTpoanXcovcras,  tovtos  (pdrjpai  ^ovXopepos  6  Kipo)p  dprjxOr]j  ^idCeadai  nape- 
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crK€vaa'fJL€vo9^  av  eVoj/rf?  vavfjia)(a>(nvt  ot  fie  irpSyrov  /xev,  o)?  ^ia<rB€L€Vj  €is  tou  iroTapov  €i(T(opfj.i- 
cravTOy  7rpo(T(j)€pop€V(ov  fie  t^v  ^ A0rjvai<ov  ai/re^eTrXevirai'j  co?  UTTopei  ^avodrjpoSj  e^aKoo'Lais  vavcriVy  <os  S 
"E(^opo?,  TTCt'T^KOV'Ta  Kttl  TpLaKOiTiais.  €pyovb€  Kara  yovv  t^p  BaT^aTrav  oufiei/  vn  avTUiv  iirpaxOr]  Trj^ 
bvpapecos  a^ioVy  aXX*  €v6v^  ets  Tr]V  yrjp  dnoa-rpefjiovTe^  i^imiTTOv  ot  Trpwrot  Kal  KaT€(p€Vyop  els  to  ne(op 
iyyvs  TTCLporeTOLypevoVy  oi  fie  KOTOLKoip^civopevoi  ^ie(j)d€ipoPTO  peza  TOiV  uecov,  <o  koi  drjXov  eo'Tip  otl 
TrdpTToXXai  rives  at  TreTrXrjpcopevai  tols  ^ap^apois  prjes  ^aaVy  ot€  ttoWiov  p€Vy  <os  eiKoSy  eKipvyoviTWPy 
7roWQ)V  fie  o'vvrpil^eLa'coVy  opcos  alxpoXcuTOVS  biOKOO'ias  ^a^ov  oi  Adr^vaioi,  Thc  figUTG  200  <llsO 
occurs  in  the  brief  account  of  Thucydides  i.  lOO  iyevero  fie  perd  ravra  koI  ^  eV*  Eupv/iefioi/n 
TTorapa  ev  Tlapi^vXia  ne^opaxlo.  koi  vavpaxla  XBr^vaicav  koi  tq>v  ^vppaxoiv  irpos  Mi^fious,  k.oi  €vik<ov  rJ) 
avTjj  Tjpepa  dp^orepa  ^Adrjvaioi  Kipeovos  tov  MtXrtafiov  (jTpaTrfyovvTOSy  Kai  €l\'ov  Tpirjpcis  ^olvlkojv  koi 

tiecjiBeipav  rds  nairas  es  diaKoaiasy  and  in  the  confused  account  of  Nepos  {(Itvion  2.  2),  who 
erroneously  makes  Mycale  the  scene  of  the  sea-fight,  Idem  iterum  apiid  Mycalen  Cypriorian 
et  Phoenicum  ducentariim  navium  classem  devictam  cepit.  The  concluding  sentence  of 
Thucydides  is  obscurely  worded,  and  it  has  been  proposed  to  insert  a  numeral  (tt)  after 
^oivUwv)  cf.  Busolt,  iii.  146^  Plutarch  evidently  knew  Ephorus’  account,  but  followed 
a  historian  (apparently  Callisthenes),  who  agreed  in  the  main  with  Thucydides  as  to  the 
locality  of  the  sea-battle  and  the  number  of  the  Persian  losses.  Thucydides’  account, 
supplemented  by  Plutarch’s,  is  usually  preferred  to  any  other  (cf.  Busolt,  iii.  146^)  J  but 
besides  Diodorus  Aristodemus  II.  2  Kipcovcs  Sc  tov  MtXnaSou  (rTpaTrjyovvros  dven\ev(Tav  enl  T^V 
Ylapi^vXiav  Kara,  top  Xeyopevop  ^vpvpebovTa  norapav  Kai  evavpax'fjo'av  ^oipi^i  Kai  Uepo'ais  Kai  Xapnpa 
epya  inebel^aPTOj  CKaroi'  T€  mus  cXoi'TCS  auTdi'Spous  eneCopdxrjaaVy  was  evidently  influenced  by 
Ephorus,  and  Froniinus,  Sira/eg.  iv.  45,  agrees  with  Diodorus  both  as  to  the  locality  of 
the  sea-fight  {apud  insulam  Cyproii)  and  the  stratagem  of  Cimon  at  the  land-battle  of  the 
Eurymedon  (cf.  Diod.  xi.  61. 1-2  and  11.  77-8,n.).  Polyaenus,  i.  34.  i,  inverts  the  scene 

of  the  sea-fight  (off  the  Eurymedon)  and  the  stratagem  (Cyprus),  and  Klussmann  and 
Duncker  (cf.  Busolt,  /.  r.)  held  that  this  represented  Ephorus’  description  more  closely  than 
Diodorus’  account — a  view  which  is  disposed  of  by  1610.  Some  echoes  of  Ephorus,  how¬ 
ever,  seem  to  survive  in  Polyaenus’  account ;  cf.  Kal  TroXXd  a-Kd(j)r}  ^ap^apiKa  IXwm  with 
11.  72“‘3  3^nd  TOP  cTToXoi/  (OS  (f>iXtoi'  i'7rofi€;(oi/rat  with  11.  98— 101.  Justin  gives  no  details,  but 
the  figure  100  for  the  ships  captured  by  Cimon  is  also  found  in  Lycurg.  c.  Eeocr,  72,  and 
is  supported  by  the  metrical  inscription  quoted  by  Diodorus  xi.  62.  3,  no  doubt  from 
Ephorus,  even  if  Fr.  48  does  not  actually  belong  to  it  (cf.  11.  267-9,  Diodorus’ 
exaggeration  of  it  nXeiovs  t&v  eKarav  (/.  c.)  is  either  merely  rhetorical  (cf.  p.  1 1 1 )  or  made  out 
of  deference  to  the  figure  200  in  Thucydides.  In  favour  of  the  second  explanation  is  the 
circumstance  that  his  insertion  of  to  TeXevTaiov  iviKiov  ot  'ABrjvawi  suggests  the  influence  of 
Thucydides  {koI  eViW  .  .  .  'Aerjvaloi),  Whether  Diodorus  had  any  other  authority  for  his 
statement  tC)v  o-toXchv  dp(j>oTep(ov  XapnpC)s  dycovt^opevcov  than  Ephorus’  reference  to  noXw  xpovov 
may  also  be  doubted.  Aristodemus,  /.  c.,  speaks  of  Xapnpd  epya,  but  in  reference  to  the  Greeks 
only,  and  Plutarch,  /.  c.,  definitely  denies  that  the  Persian  fleet  made  any  serious  resistance, 
in  contrast  to  the  subsequent  Kparepd  pdxr)  on  land,  of  which  his  rhetorical  description  has 
been  ascribed  to  Theopompus;  cf.  Busolt,  iii.  146^ 

62-3.  For  nvvdavopevos  cf.  Diod.  /.  c.  The  verb  may  well  have  been  avTeienXevo-e  (cf. 


Plut.  /.  e,), 

66-9.  The  figures  are  exactly  reproduced  by  Diodorus,  /.  c.  No  importance  is  to  be 
attached  to  the  variation  in  Plutarch’s  figure  (350  instead  of  340)  of  the  number  of  the 
Persian  fleet  according  to  Ephorus;  cf.  p.  106.  Frs.  9,  10.  i  and  53  actually  touch 

each  other,  but  the  combination  is  practically  certain;  cf.  11.  282-4,  Of  the  third  t  in 
TeTTap^aKovra  a  bit  of  the  cross-bar  is  on  Fr.  9  s-nd  the  tail  of  the  vertical  stroke  on  Fr.  10. 

73-4.  8i€(f>6e[ip]€v :  this  word  occurs  twice  in  842  (xiv.  9  and  xix.  20). 

76.  r.[ . ]o3v:  Il[ep(riK]ojv  (sC.  bvpdpeeov)  (or  n[oX€pi](ov)y  followed  by  r^yepova  (i.e. 
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Tithraustes ;  cf.  Diod.  /.  c.)  can  be  restored,  but  the  article  is  expected,  n  is  nearly  certain, 
y€[,  yo[,  or  yoo[  being  the  only  alternatives  and  less  satisfactory  readings.  TOi\y  U€p(r]cop  is 

therefore  inadmissible;  but  top  n[ . i.e.  a  subordinate  Persian  admiral,  or 

conceivably  Yai[^pvap]  (cf.  Callisthenes  ap,  Plut.  /.  c,)  (op  (i.e.  hp)  is  possible. 

77-8.  The  height  of  the  columns  in  1610  is  unknown,  but  probably  about  40  lines  are 
lost  between  11.  76  and  77,  so  that  the  remains  of  Fr.  10.  ii  would  be  expected  to  be  parallel 
to  some  part  of  Diod.  xi.  61.  1-2,  w^hich  narrates  the  beginning  of  the  land-battle  of  the 
Eurymedon.  Perhaps  11.  77”^  connected  with  ipe^l^aaep  els  ras  alxpaXonTidas  pads 

T&p  idicop  Tovs  dpi(TT0VSj  dovs  Tidpas  Kai  r^p  aAXif]r  KaracrKev^p  nepiSels  UepaiK^p.  ol  de  ^ap^apoi 
npocnrXeopTes  dpri  tov  otoXov  rais  UfpcTLKais  pgvctI  Ka\  napaa-Kevais  yj/evcrdePTes  VTreXa/Sop  rds  Idias 
Tpi^peis  eipai,  tioirep  ovroc  pep  irpoaede^aPTo  ktX,  (cf.  11.  200—2,  n.).  idopres  .  .  .  /cat  ttjp  nAjjAijt' 
[KaraaKevTjv  i'7r€]|Aa/M[^ai/oi^  (cf.  1.  99)  is  possible,  the  letter  after  Aa  beginning  with  a  vertical 
stroke  (not  iS).  Another  passage  which  might  be  connected  with  11.  77-8  is  xi.  61.  4  tovs 

pep  yap  ov^  vneXdp^avop  r^Keiv  rrpcs  avTOVS  perd  dvpdpetas  to  avvoXav  prjS"  ex^iP  ktX.  But 

EA]|A?;i^[aff  ovx  v7r€]\Xap[pai‘0P  makes  1.  77  too  short,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  correspondence 
in  ch.  61  with  11.  79-83  the  remains  of  this  column  may  w^ell  have  been  concerned  with 
details  omitted  by  Diodorus;  cf.  p.  112. 

Fr.  11.  TOP  pe'^p  ^(TTpaTrjyd^p  avTS>p^<^ep€pbuTr)^p  d8eX^<f)Lbovp  oWja  tov  i3aa[iA€a)y  ep  aKTjprj^ 

‘ .  .  .  (they  killed)  their  general  Pherendates,  who  was  the  king’s  nephew,  in  his  tent.’ 

84—8.  Cf.p.lOI  and  Diod.  xi.61.3  mljop  piv  aTpaTqyoy  Ta>v  ^ap^dpoiP  top  erepop  ^€pepZdTr\v, 
dBeX(t>iSou(^  TOO  j3a(TiXeo)s,  iv  crKTjt'^  KOTaXo^opres  €(p6p€v(Tapj  which  hardly  differs.  The  two  last 
words  or  an  equivalent  must  have  followed  1.  82.  Pherendates  was  mentioned  by  Ephorus; 
cf.  Plut.  Cimon  12  quoted  in  11.  62-76,  n.  and  p.  106. 

Frs.  12  -j- 13.  .  .  .  Si€T€A[otii'  [cocrjre  vopl^opres  tlrro  ttjs  ^rreip^ov^  t^p  €<podov  aoT[cty 

yeylopepoL  tchp  7r[o]A€/zta)*^  Trpos  ra[ff]  i'ai'[s‘]  ecpevyov^  v7ro[A]a^/3di/oj/rfy  avrids  €t[i']at  (ptXlas*  ov  bf} 
7r[ojAAol  pep  vtto  rdyp  KOTaXeL^OePTcop  cKel  (pvXaKcop  d7re0prj^crKOp)  ev  Trj  vvkti,  ttoAAoI  be  ^Sipres 
^XifTKovTO  TrepiiriiTTOPTes  toIs  '^KXXrjcrip  bid  t^p  dnopl^a^p  ottov  r[p]d7r[o]t[i^ro],  /cal  top 
avTOis  e^TnirecroPTa  (j)6^  ?]oi/. 

‘ .  .  .  Hence,  thinking  that  their  enemies’  attack  was  from  the  land,  they  fled  to 
the  ships,  expecting  these  to  be  on  their  own  side.  There  many  of  them  were  killed  in  the 
night  by  the  guards  who  had  been  left  behind  on  the  spot,  while  many  were  taken  alive, 
falling  into  the  hands  of  the  Greeks  through  their  ignorance  which  way  to  turn  and  the  fear 
which  had  suddenly  overtaken  them.’ 

93.  §t€r€A[ovi^  o]»/r€ff :  cf.  1365.  1 6  ^[icreX Jecre  btaiTotpePos  /cal  Traibevopepcs  ouro)?.  01  IltcriSry 
exSpoi  may  have  preceded,  the  sentence  probably  corresponding  to  /cal  rd  irpds  airods  dXXoTplcos 
exopTas  in  Diodorus  ;  cf.  the  next  n. 

94  "Qfl*  PP*  and  Diod.  xi.  61.  4—6  roi/y  pep  ydp  '^EXXrjvas  ovx  b'^^^dp^avop  rjKeiPTTpds 

avTcvs  perd  bwapecos  to  (tvpoXop,  prjb*  ex^iP  avTovs  ive^riP  (TTpoTidp  neTreiapevoi'  tovs  be  IltcriSaff  optqs 
opopovs  /CGI  rd  TTpos  aiiToifff  dXXoTpieos  exopras  vneXap^avop  ^K€Ip  juerd  bvpdpeo)S  (vttcA.  .  .  .  bvp.  del. 
Madvig).  bio  /cal  vojJ.iaar'TCS  dird  tt]?  ^ireipou  tt]I'  emcpopap  eipai  Tidv  TToXepito/v  irpds  tols  I'aCs  dis 
TTpos  <))iXias  Icj/euyo*'.  t^s  be  J'Oktos  ovarjs  daeX^pov  /cal  aKOTeipfjs  (Tvpe(3aip€  t^v  dypoiap  ttoXv  pdXXop 
av^ecrdai  /cal  prjbepa  TdXrjSes  bvpaarOat  ibeip,  bid  /cal  ttoXXqv  (povov  yepopepov  bid  t^p  dTa^iav  tcop 

Pap0dpcop6  ph  Kipcop  /crA.(cf.  11. 1 1 4-16,  n.).  Plutarch’s  account 13,  from  Theopompus.^ ; 
cf.  11.  62—76,  n.)  is  quite  different,  tSi'  be  7re(d>p  eiriKaTa^dPTCdP  TTpos  T^p  6dXaa-crap  peya  ph  epyop 
e<palp€TO  Ta  Kipcopi  rd  ^la^eaBai  t^p  diro^aaip  /cal  KeKprjKOTas  OKp^cri  /cal  TToXXaTrXaaiois  eTrdyeiP  tovs 
’^EXXrjpaSj  opcos  be  pd>py}  /cal  (ppovrjpaTi  tov  KpaTelv  opedp  eTrrjppepovs  /cal  TrpoBvpovs  dpocre  x^p^'df  tois 
^ap^apoiSj  dTTe^i^a^e  tovs  OTrXiTas  eTi  deppovs  TW  Kara  t^p  pavpaxiav  dySapi  perd  Kpavyrjs  Kai  bpopov 
TrpoacPepopepovs,  virocrTaPTcop  be  TOiv  Uepo'cliP  /cal  be^apePOiP  oik  dyeppms  KpaTepd  pdx>]  (TopeaTi)’  Kai 
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Ta>v  Xdr)paLQ)p  apBpcs  a-yado\  Koi  rots  d^i^fiacri  TTpooTOi  Ka\  StaTrpfTTCiff  eTreaop.  ttoXXw  5*  dywpi  Tp€\f/d~ 
pePOL  Tovs  ^ap^dpuvs  €KT€ipop^  eira  rjpovP  avrovs  tc  ku\  (TKi]pds  TrapTodajrwp  yepovaas, 

Diodorus'  reference  to  the  absence  of  the  moon  seems  to  be  his  own  invention,  since  there 
is  no  indication  in  11.  105-7  of  anything  corresponding  to  it  and  no  further  reference  to  the 
darkness  is  in  fact  expected  after  1.  104.  Possibly,  however,  the  absence  of  the  moon  may 
have  been  mentioned  earlier  in  Ephorus'  account. 

94—9.  popiCoPT€s  .  .  .  v7r<\l^ap^apopT€s :  cf.  popi^opep  vnoXap^dvoPTcs  in  Ephorus  Fr.  2,  and, 
for  v7ro\ap^dpctp^  11.  32,  77^8,  n.,  and  842.  vi.  10,  xi.  17,  xiv.  ii. 

1 01.  (piXias :  cf.  842.  xiv.  40  (^iXtW,  and  Polyaen.  Strateg.  i.  34.  i,  quoted  in  11,  62-76,  n. 

102-4.  f<o.Ta\€i(l)S€PTCt)P  .  .  .  (pvXaKOPl  cf.  Ephorus  Fr.  53  (pvXaKOS  de  KaTcXiiTOP. 

104.  aT7i6prj^(TKQl'^\  cf.  842,  XX.  33  (TVppcl^QPTeS  d7ro6\^pY}(TKOV(rLP, 

108.  That  the  fragment  containing  crt  and  part  of  the  p  of  EXXr^l^ti'  and  the  ends  of 
11.  103-7  is  rightly  combined  with  the  top  of  the  p  admits  of  hardly  any  doubt. 

1 1 1-12.  The  letter  after  avTois  may  be  o-,  and  ]cop  may  be  read  for  ]op, 

Er,  14.  .  ,  ,  (rTpa^TL(CT  ? — ]  pi^KT? —  aijrotf  TTvp^aop} — .  , 

114-16.  Cf.  p.  loi,  Diod. /.  ^.  6  pep  Kipoip  TTpoeiprjKas  tols  (TTpartwrats  npos  top  dpOr^tropepop 
TTupaop  avi-Tpex^tJ^  ^p^  Trpo?  rats  pavcrl  crvcrcrrjpoPj  evXa^ovpepos  pr]  bieaTTappepoap  Td>p  arpaTiuyTmp  Ka\ 
TTpos  apTTayrjP  6ppr)(jdpTQ>p  yeprprai  tl  TrapdXoyop,  ttoptcop  Se  irpbs  tup  TTVptiop  dOpoiaOePTcop  Kai  Travaa- 
pepQiP  dpTTayrjs,  t6t€  pep  els  Tas  pavs  djrexdiprjaap.  Trj  5’  vcrrepala  ktX,  Trvpcreveip  OCCUrs  in 

Ephorus  Fr.  107.  Fr.  48  not  improbably  came  between  Frs.  14  and  15;  cf.  11,  267-9, 

FrS.  15—16.  T  ?joi»s  [.  ,  .  Xoy;(  ?]o(^dpovs,  . joji/  eTvyxo\yev  6  *A]pTa^ep^)js‘,  [dpa 

p'^ep  avTos  KaTa^(TX€ip}  t^jp  ^ao'iXelap  [jSovXd/x  dpa  de  [SeStci)  ?]f  /x?)  npay^^pa  .  .  .  j  dpe^Koipov^ro  ? 

T^p  ,  .  ,  ti/  TTpos  [toi^  evpovxop^  MiOp  [Sdr^i/  Kara]<[o]£p,t[(7Ti7P  tov  /SacreX^joj?. 

‘ .  .  .  the  spearmen,  of  whom  Artaxerxes  happened  to  be  .  .  being  at  the  same  time 
anxious  to  obtain  the  kingdom  himself  and  afraid  that  ...  he  communicated  the  (plot)  to 
the  eunuch  Mithridates,  the  king’s  chamberlain.' 

1 19  sqq.  Cf.  Diod.  xi.  69.  I  em  de  tovtcup  Kara  ttjp  Xaiap  'Aprafiapos  to  pep  yhos  XpKaPLOs, 
dvpapepos  be  nXeiaTOP  napa  Tca  ^ao'tXe'i  Sep^ry  /cat  T(op  dopv(f^6p(op  d(pr}yovpepoSf  eKpipep  dpeXeiP  top 
Sep^rjp  /cot  TTjM  pao'iXciav'  eis  eauTOi'  /xerao-r^trat.  dmK0ii^(t}0'd{Ji€K09  be  ti)p  ein^ovXi^p  Trpos  MtOptSdTTjt' 
TOJ'  €UJ'OU)(Ok,  Of  ^P  KaTaKOipttJTTJS  TOU  ^aCTlXcO/S  /cot  T^P  KVptCOTaTrjP  TTLO'TIP^  dpa  Be  Kttl  (Tvyyep^s 

iop  ApTo^upov  /Cot  (piXos  V7rr]Kova-e  irpbs  t^p  eTTL^ovX-qp.  [/cat  ttjp  KvpKOTarq^p  Can  be  restored  in 
133*  Probably  Fr.  16  followed  Fr.  15  with  a  very  slight  interval  (cf.  p.  102),  which  is  in 
accordance  with  the  general  appearance  of  the  recto  of  these  two  fragments,  though  the 
verso  does  not  suggest  their  propinquity,  aordf  in  1,  123  we  refer  to  Artabanus,  the  phrase 
/caTo[cr;i^€tt»  ^acTLXeiap  [/3ouXdp]€i/os  (cf.  Karaa-x^iP  t^p  dpx^v  in  Diod.  xi.  69.  4  quoted  below, 
and  Tr]p  xdipap  KaToax^h  in  Ephorus  Fr.  29)  being  very  close  to  both  Diodorus'  tt}p  ^aa-iXelap . . , 
peTaa-TYjo-aL  and  Justin  iii.  i  Xerxes  .  .  .  quippe  Artabanus  praefectus  eius  ,  .  .  in  spem  regni 
adducius  cum  septefJi  robustissimis  filiis  regiam  vesperi  ingrediiur^  which  is  likely  in  any  case 
to  have  been  partly  derived  from  Ephorus.  The  chief  difficulty  is  that  dop]v(f)6povs  would  be 
expected  in  1.  120,  but  the  bottom  of  the  letter  preceding  (^o  (which  is  practically  certain) 
does  not  come  below  the  line,  nor  is  the  tail  of  a  preceding  p  visible.  The  word  is  therefore, 
we  conjecture,  a  synonym  for  dopv(f)6povsj  Xoyx^ocpdpovs  being  preferable  to  ^vorjoc^dpoi  f . 
With  the  reading  Tovjf  <p6povs  there  might  be  a  connexion  with  Diod.  xi.  71.  i  em  de  tovtcdp 
ApTtt^ep^rjs  6  ^ao'iXevs  t5>p  Ilepcra>p  dpTi  ttjp  ^atriXeiap  dpaKTTjcrdpepos  .  ,  .  diera^e  rd  /card  t^p 
^aaiXeLap  avpfpepovTCDs  avred  .  .  ,  enepeX^dr)  de  Ka\  Ta>p  npoaodayp  /cat  Trjs  dvpdpecop  /caratr/cfv^f,  /cat 
Ka^dXov  T^p  ^aeriXeiup  oXrjp  €7TteiKa>s  dioiKS>p  peydXrjs  drrodox^s  eTvyxf^P^  Trapd  Tots  Ilepcratf.  The  rest 
of  Fr.  15  would  then  have  to  be  restored  differently.  But  though  avTos  could  be  Artaxerxes 
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and  [KTT/rrd/ijei'Of  is  possible  in  1.  i  25,  the  other  parallel  is  closer  and  more  satisfactory.  It  is 
just  possible  that,  while  Fr.  15  refers  to  the  plot  of  Artabanus,  the  parallel  section  in  Diodorus 
is  not  69.  I  but  69.  3—4  d  S’  ovv  ^ Apra^avos  napayevopevos  m  vvktos  ovcttjs  npos  top  'ApTa^€p^T)v 
€(prj(r€  Aap€iop  top  d8€\<p6v  avTOV  (popea  yeyopcpai  tov  Trarpos  xai  t^p  ^aaiKeiap  €ls  iavrop  7T€pi(r7rdp. 
crvp€^ovK€V(J€P  ovv  avra  irpo  tov  KaTaa-)(€ip  iKUvop  t^p  dp^^p  (tkottclp  ottcds  bov'Kevtrr]  dia  pqBvpiaP 
dXXd  ^a(TLK€V(jri  top  (popea  tov  narpoT  Tip<*>pT]crdp€Pos*  cTrrjyyeiXaTo  S*  avT<a  crvpepyov^  nape^eaBiU  tovs 

bopvfopovs  TOV  /3ao-tXcft)j.  But  this  too,  in  spite  of  some  resemblances,  seems  to  suit  Fr.  15 
less  well  than  does  69.  i. 

The  plot  of  Artabanus  is  also  described  by  Ctesias  Frs.  29—30  'ApTonapos  Se  peya  napd 

Zep^Tj  bvpdp€pog  pfT  'AaTTpapiTOV  tov  evvov)(^ov  kcu  qvtov  peya  dvpapipov  ^ov\€vopTai  dwXcii/  Sep^rjp, 

KQL  dpaipovai  kt\.  This  is  evidently  one  of  the  ultimate  sources  of  Diodorus’  statement, 
which  in  any  case  must  be  derived  (with  some  variations,  if  our  explanation  of  Fr.  15  is 
correct)  from  Ephorus,  who  was  probably  responsible  for  the  change  of  'AanpapiTijs  to  MiOpi- 
baTrjs :  cf.  the  variation  between  Justin’s  Bacabasus  (from  Ephorus  or  Dinon  ?)  and  Ctesias’ 
MeydiSvfof  (Fr.  30),  each  representing  the  Persian  name  Bagabukhsha  (cf.  Gilmore,  ad  loc.), 
the  subsequent  betrayer  of  Artabanus  to  Artaxerxes. 

1 2 1,  jujv  is  probably  a  participle.  [r]y€p(op^  cap  is  possible;  but  Artabanus  himself,  not 
Artaxerxes,  was  in  command  of  the  bopv^opot :  cf.  the  previous  n. 

^Tvyx^iVfv:  cf.  1.  178  ]rvy|[;^ay.?  A  fondness  for  TvyxdpfLP  characterizes  842;  cf.  Part 
V.  124. 

123.  [apa  p€]v:  cf.  1.  125  apa  be  and  the  same  contrast  in  842.  x.  2. 

128—9.  ai/€]icoti/ov[ro  tt)p  ....].  lp  :  cf.  Diod.  /.  C.  dpaKotPaxrdpepos  be  t^p  em^niiXrjp  and 
842.  i.  3  KOLPcaadpepos  .  .  .  Trep'i  tov  npaypoTog.  ape^KOLvov  [ttjp  ^ov\ev^(np  Can  be  read,  but  is 
unlikely,  the  middle  being  much  commoner  than  the  active.  The  letter  before  ip  is  y,  a, 
or  T.  7rpa]^ip  would  be  the  right  length. 

133.  Cf.  11.  1 19  sqq.,  n. 

134—9.  Cf.  p.  102  and  Diod.  xi.  30.  4—5  peTO  be  tovto  ck  T^g  vTToapeiag  peTecTTpaTonebevcrap 
elg  eTepoP  tottop  elOeTcaTepop  irpog  t^p  oXoar^^PQ  piktjp,  ^p  yap  eK  p‘P  Tap  be^iS>p  yfa)Xo(^off  vyjrrfKogj  eK 
be  Tap  evapvpap  6  'Atranbg  noTapog*  top  5’  dpd  peaop  tottop  errelx^p  17  (TTpaTOTrebela,  Tre(l)payp€PT] 
Tji  (pvaei  KOI  rats  t&p  tottcov  d(T^aXetats,  where  Toirog  (cf.  11.  1 35  ^3^)  occurs  thrice, 

though  the  context  is  different.  oTpaT[o|7r6Sov]  is  possible  in  11.  136-7,  and  [ei'l  tois]  r[o]frotff 
(Bury)  in  II.  137-8,  but  hardly  T[o|7ro]v  in  11.  134-5.  The  dividing-point  of  the  lines  in  this 
fragment  is  uncertain. 

140-5.  Fr.  18  perhaps  corresponds  to  Diod.  xi.  57.  3  avTtj  (Xerxes’  sister)  TTvOopepi)  r^p 

rrapovcriap  tov  QepuTTOKKeovg  rj'KBep  elg  to.  ^aaiKeia  Trevdliir^p  ecrSriTa  \a^av(ra  Ka\  peTO.  baKpvap  iKCTeve 
TOP  aSeX^oi'  iTnOewai  Tipapiap  Ta  OepiaTOKXei,  ag  S’  ov  TTpoaei^cp  avTrjj  Trepi^et  .  .  .  Lines  I43“5 
can  be  restored  top  a]S€X[^or^  Tipapiap  (or  koXqitlp)  7Tpo(T\0eip[ai  0€/itOTo/cX6t]  a  [g]  be  [.  The  V 
in  1.  142,  which  is  nearly  certain,  would  then  be  expected  to  belong  to  baKpvap  rather  than  to 
UeTeve,  but  the  vestiges  of  the  letter  following  it  do  not  suit  «,  whereas  e  is  possible. 
iKere^ve  [^Xatovcra  top  a]S6X[<^oi/  would  be  Suitable,  but  the  remaining  two  lines  140-1  present 
difficulties.  r]\[6ep  in  1.  141  is  unsatisfactory,  for  the  preceding  letter  seems  to  be  X,  not  a,  and 
pc^Xaiprji  oTo]x?7  is  too  short.  If  X^ajSovfTQ  Kai  iKcTe'^ve  be  restored,  ]Xt7  must  be  the  accusative 
plural  of  a  word  meaning  ‘  clothes  ’  or,  as  there  seems  to  be  none  available,  an  adjective  in 
agreement  with  e.g.  IpaTia.  The  suggested  correspondence  with  Diodorus  therefore  remains 
very  uncertain,  especially  since  the  supposed  X  of  ti]56X[<^oi/  can  be  a,  and  ]o-et7r[  can  be  read 
for 

178.  ]rvy|[;(av:  cf.  1.  1 2 1,  n. 

192-4.  If  Tof  [€^ceti/o]v  7rpa^€[ig  (cf.  1.  2o)  is  right,  Fr.  26  may  well  belong  to  the  estimate 
of  Themistocles.  The  doubtful  e  can  be  i,  E\]Xr)(np  suggests  that  the  corresponding 
passage  in  Diodorus  is  xi.  59.  2—3  aa-r  evx^lpt^TOV  yepeaBai  Tolg  ^EWrjai.  bioTTep  oTap  to  peyedog 
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T^v  tpycov  avTov  Se(op^(T(op€p  ktX.,  SO  that  Fr.  26  would  seem  to  come  immediately  above 
Fr.  3  (cf.  11.  18  sqq.j  n.);  but  the  fibres  of  the  verso  do  not  suggest  this,  and  jAvo-at  is 
difficult  in  such  a  context.  The  only  alternative  is  io-?]xvcrai,  with  which  reading  Bury 
suggests  TTQpa  Tois  EX]\?7(nv  j[ . prj  /crX. 

200-2.  None  of  the  references  to  the  Athenians  in  Diod.  xi.  55-70  corresponds  verbally 
to  this  passage ;  but  with  the  restoration  ]  ABr}pai[Qvs  TTpoaede^xopro  it  can  well  be  connected 
with  xi.  61.  2  btorrep  cvtoi  pep  irpoo'eSeJai'TO  tous  ’A0T]mtou$  ©f  (^/Xovj  oWas,  o  de  Kipcop  ktX.  ^vopto 
can,  however,  be  read  in  place  of  ]xovto, 

212—14.  rrjp  or  (prjp  can  be  read.  For  e5a)^c[6  .  .  .  ycopai/  as  a  possible  reference  to 
Xerxes’  presents  to  Themistocles  cf.  Thuc.  i.  138.  5  ravn^s  yap  ^pxe  rrjs  x^P^^j  ^optos 
jSao-tXe'cos,  and  Diod.  xL  57.  7  eBcop^a-aro  S’  ovtS  TroXets  rpets  .  .  .  Aapxj/aKop  de  apne\6(f)VTOP  exav(rap 
X^pap  TToWfjp.  But  the  words  might  come  in  many  other  contexts,  e.  g.  Cimon’s  distribution 
of  land  in  Thrace  to  the  Athenians ;  cf.  Plut.  Civion  7  rfjp  be  x<^p^^  •  *  •  irapebcdKe  tqU  ^ABrjpalaLs, 
and  Diod.  xi.  60.  2  #cat  Kriarrjp  'ABrjpalop  KaTaa-T^aas  KareKKrjpovxwe  x^P^^  P* 

218.  ]iba)p  [ :  cf.  11.  237-9,  n. 

219.  ](#)oii/[ :  Fr.  32  does  not  seem  to  be  connected  with  any  of  the  references  to  the 
Phoenicians  in  Diod.  xi. 

223.  Perhaps  ]  ASrj^paioL  in  some  form ^  cf.  1.  201. 

228-30.  The  mention  of  the  Pelasgians  and  Ka]7a(j)vy[^  ?  suggests  that  Fr.  35  refers  to 
Scyros  and  Cimon’s  discovery  of  the  bones  of  Theseus,  who  took  refuge  there;  cf.  11.  49- 
51,  n.,  and  p.  100. 

227—9.  P-  99  Diod.  xi.  59.  1—2  (Themistocles)  tIs  yap  erepos  .  .  .  raly  Ibiais 

TTpa^eaiv  d(j)eikero  rrjs  27rdpTr)S  ravrrjp  t^p  So^ai' ;  ripa  S’  dWop  ia-rop^Kapep  pia  Trpdjet  noiTjaapra 
biepeyKeiP  avrbp  pep  Ta>p  fjyepopciiPy  tt}p  Sc  ttoXip  Td>p  ^EWrjplbeop  7r6Ke(OP,  tov9  S*  ‘^EXX?^i^af  Ta>p  ^ap^dpcop ; 

The  fact  that  ^ap  was  either  actually  or  approximately  the  end  of  a  sentence,  as  is  shown  by 
the  paragraphus,  renders  the  connexion  of  that  passage  with  Fr.  38  very  probable.  Bury 
suggests  Sojj^ai/  [rtff  Sc  ra  Koiva  ck jrci/[ci)S“  nparTcop  /xtaij  npa^^et  ...  It  is  tempting  also  tO 
connect  with  this  fragment  Fr.  32,  where  EXXi?r]tSo)*^  can  be  restored  in  1.  218,  and 
Fr.  39,  where  7roXt]i/  t<ov  EX|[X7?wSo)i/  is  possible  in  1.  241 ;  but  the  other  lines  in  those  two 
fragments  do  not  harmonize  easily  with  either  that  context  or  each  other. 

241-2.  Cf.  the  previous  n.  There  is  a  slight  blank  space  betw^een  01  and  ap  in  1.  242, 
wffiich,  how’ever,  is  not  fatal  to  Ei»j8]otni/,  and  with  rcjp  EX|[X7;i'0)v  in  1.  241  there  might  possibly 
be  a  reference  to  the  expedition  of  Cimon  against  Carystus  in  Euboea  (Thuc.  i,  98.  3  ; 
cf.  pp.  loo-i),  w^hich  w'as  presumably  mentioned  by  Ephorus. 

246-8.  There  is  a  possible  connexion  with  Diod.  xi.  65.  4  aXXcop  S*  ovk  optcop  cruppdx(op 
eprjpia  Tcip  eTriKtwpovpTfop  kclto  Kpdros  rj\(oo'ap  (sc.  the  IVIycencans),  Or  better  with  xi.  5^*  7 
KopiCftP  ravrrjp  cVl  d7rr)pr)i  KeKpuppeprjp  Ka\  rcov  d'naprcaPTOiv  prjbepa  rroXimpaypopeip  prjbk  KttT  d^ip 

dnaPT^o-ai  TT)  dyopepTj  (Lysilhides’  device  for  the  introduction  of  Themistocles  to  Xerxes; 
cf.  p.  99);  but  if  so,  Diodorus’  version  is  longer. 

252—4.  Possibly  o-ui^a]|^o[y  Sc  Apxt^apos  o]  |  i3a[ortXci;s  tqis  a(pea]\Tr^KQ(rt  :  cf.  Diod.  xi.  63.  7 
TovTOP  TOP  rpdnop  01  TrepiXei^OepTes  €(TCi}Srj(TaPy  ovs  o-i^t/rajas*  a  pactAcvs  *Apx>-^cipos  7rap€o-KevdC€ro 

noXepelp  roiy  dc^corTY^Koort.  But  between  11.  253  and  254  is  a  spot  of  ink  wffiich,  if  not 
accidental,  may  belong  to  a  paragraphus,  implying  a  change  of  sentence,  and  yT)[  can  be 
read  for  t7?[. 

255.  evepyereipy  evepyeTrjSj  and  evepyeaia  occur  Several  times  in  Diod.  xi,  but  the  rest  of 
Fr.  44  does  not  suit  the  context  of  any  of  those  passages. 

257.  ]aflrv'y[  :  perhaps  ]ay  v7r[o. 

267-9.  4^  exactly  suits  Diod.  xi.  62.  3  i/a]i'9  cX[oz/  ep  TrcXayci]  apb[p0}p  TrXrjBavcras  /xc]y[a, 

from  the  metrical  inscription  concerning  Cimon’s  victories,  which  is  in  any  case  probably 
quoted  from  Ephorus;  cf.  11.  62-76,  n.  But  the  fragment  is  loo  small  to  be  identified  with 
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certainty,  and  in  I.  269  tt  can  be  read  in  place  of  y.  Another  possible  parallel  is  xi.  54.  4 

JJavofavtcis  fxiv  Kpivas  Trpobibovai  tous  €STj\oi)(T€  TtjV  0f/x((7TO/cXfI  kqi  TrapcKaXccc, 

To]i;y  EX[X);i/aj  rrfv  fi[T;Xa)cra?  would  account  for  11.  267-8,  and  ]y[  (or  in-[)  might  belong  to 
eni^oXrjv  or  a  Synonym  for  it,  or  to  7r[ap£KaXeo-el 

282-4.  *Fr.  53  to  be  combined  with  Frs.  9  +  10.  i,  though  not  actually  joining  them, 
and  belongs  to  11,  67-9  ;  cf.  11.  66-9,  n.  The  fibres  on  the  verso  harmonize  excellently  with 
those  of  Fr.  10,  and  the  vestiges  in  1.  284  can  be  the  top  of  7ra{paTax[0€i(T]as). 


1611.  Extracts  from  a  Work  on  Literary  Criticism. 

Fr.  I  1 8*6  X  26*5  cm.  Early  third  century. 

These  seventy  fragments  of  a  work  on  literary  criticism,  evidently  composed 
by  a  grammarian,  were  found  with  1610,  &c.  The  largest  piece,  Fr.  i,  contains 
after  a  few  letters  from  the  ends  of  lines  four  nearly  complete  columns,  while  the 
other  pieces  are  much  smaller ;  about  130  lines  in  all  are  complete  or  can  be 
restored.  Various  literary  topics,  which  have  no  apparent  connexion  with  each 
other,  are  discussed,  being  illustrated  by  frequent  quotations  from  lost  or  (in 
two  cases)  extant  works — a  circumstance  which  lends  the  papyrus  considerable 
interest.  The  two  sections  of  which  the  beginnings  are  preserved  (11.  38  and  loi) 
both  commence  with  ort,  so  that  probably  the  text  is  a  series  of  extracts  from 
a  longer  work. 

In  Fr.  I  11.  28-37  give  the  conclusion  of  a  discussion  of  a  contest  of  come¬ 
dies  and  of  the  number  of  the  judges.  There  is  perhaps  a  contrast  drawn 
between  the  practice  of  the  writer’s  own  day  and  that  of  earlier  times,  and 
the  Bacchae  of  Lysippus  and  riAoOrot  of  Cratinus  are  cited  as  authorities  for 
a  number  (apparently  that  of  the  KpiTat)  being  five ;  but  the  context  is  obscure 
in  several  points ;  cf.  11.  30,  35, 

The  next  section  (11.  38-100),  which  is  practically  complete,  is  niainly 
concerned  with  Caeneus,  the  mythical  king  of  the  Lapithae,  who  was  first  a 
woman,  but  was  changed  into  a  man  by  Poseidon,  and  rendered  invulnerable, 
then  incurred  the  enmity  of  Zeus  by  making  his  subjects  worship  his  spear 
instead  of  the  gods,  and  was  ultimately  buried  alive  by  the  Centaurs.  The  explana¬ 
tion  of  Caeneus’  spear,  which  became  proverbial,  is  given  in  connexion  with 
a  reference  to  it  in  Book  ii  of  Theophrastus’  Uepl  ^aaikdas  (11.  38—46),  the 
whole  story  of  Caeneus  being  related  in  an  extract  from  Acusilaus  of  Argos, 
an  early  writer  on  mythology  who  was  probably  older  than  Herodotus  (11.  55“83)* 
Since  the  thirty-one  extant  fragments  of  Acusilaus  (FHG.  i.  100-3)  contain 
hardly  any  professed  quotations  of  his  actual  words,  the  papyrus  for  the  first 
time  affords  an  opportunity  of  estimating  the  character  of  that  author’s  lo-Topia 
or  yeveaKoyiau  The  dialect  proves  to  be  in  the  main  Ionic,  as  had  generally 
been  surmised,  although  no  trace  of  it  has  been  preserved  in  the  extant 
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fragments ;  and  the  style  is  decidedly  primitive.  A  Doric  form  of  the  aorist 
infinitive,  reKev,  is  found  in  1.  59,  and  a  curious  expression,  ^loXicrra  xpriH-^rcou, 
occurs  in  11.  67-8.  The  influence  of  Acusilaus*  version  of  the  Caeneus  legend  is 
now  traceable  in  scholia  on  Homer  and  Apollonius  Rhodius,  which  may 
have  derived  their  knowledge  of  the  passage  through  our  author;  cf.  1.  56,  n. 
A  rather  naive  remark  of  the  ancient  logographer,  that  it  was  not  Upop  for 
gods  to  bear  children  by  mortals,  leads  our  author  first  to  the  citation  of 
two  lines  from  the  ’AA/c/xecoi^  6  6ta  Kopivdov  of  Euripides,  spoken  by  Apollo, 
which  illustrated  this  subject,  and  later  to  a  short  discussion  of  it,  the  last  four 
lines  being  fragmentary  (11.  85-100). 

In  the  third  section  (11.  ioT-20)  the  first  four  lines  are  fragmentary,  the 
ends  of  lines  are  missing  throughout,  and  the  conclusion  is  not  reached, 
so  that  the  reconstruction  is  somewhat  difficult.  The  subject  is  the  various 
persons  called  Thucydides,  of  whom  three  are  distinguished,  the  politician  (son 
of  Melesias  and  father  of  Stephanus),  the  historian  (son  of  Olorus),  and  the 
Pharsalian,  as  in  Marcellinus'  life  of  the  historian.  Polemon’s  treatise  ITepl  aKpo- 
TTokem,  which  is  known  from  Marcellinus  to  have  discussed  the  second  and  third 
Thucydides,  is  here  mentioned  with  reference  to  the  first,  apparently  as  the 
authority  for  a  statement  based  on  epigraphic  evidence  that  he  was  the  father 
of  Stephanus,  which  is  to  be  connected  with  an  extant  quotation  from  another 
work  of  Polemon  (11.  loi-ii,  n.).  Tn  confirmation  of  the  paternity  of  Stephanus, 
which  seems  to  have  been  disputed,  a  passage  from  the  Meno  of  Plato  is  quoted, 
and  Fr.  i  breaks  off  where  the  writer  was  about  to  add  fresh  evidence  on  the 
point  from  a  lost  comedy,  the  lapetus  of  Hermippus. 

The  order  of  the  smaller  fragments  is  quite  uncertain  except  in  a  few 
instances.  Fr.  2.  i  is  concerned  with  a  /Sopeto?  ititto?,  two  lines  from  the  beginning 
of  the  Omphale  of  Ion  being  quoted  as  an  illustration  (11.  121-7),  but  how  the 
subject  was  introduced  does  not  appear.  The  difficulty,  whatever  it  was,  is 
stated  to  have  been  solved  by  Mnaseas  of  Patara  in  his  work  Uepl  XPWP^^^ 
(11.  128-30).  Fr.  4  is  concerned  with  a  female  character  in  epic  poetry  (Penthe- 
silea?),  part  of  a  hexameter  line  referring  to  her  being  cited  (11.  14^-7),  besides 
two  mentions  of  her  by  authors  whose  names  are  imperfectly  preserved,  one  of 
them  being  perhaps  Arctinus,  who  wrote  the  Aethiopis  (11.  148-52).  Frs.  5,  6, 
and  43  are  to  be  combined,  as  appears  partly  from  external  evidence,  partly 
from  the  resulting  satisfactory  restoration  of  II.  160-4.  The  main  subject  of 
this  section,  of  which  the  beginning  and  end  are  not  preserved,  is  the  authorship 
of  a  celebrated  ancient  ode  to  Pallas.  The  first  three  words  of  this  ode  riaXXdSa 
TTepaiTTokiv  heivav  were  quoted  by  Aristophanes  in  1.  967  of  the  Clouds^  and  from 
the  extant  rather  confused  scholia  on  that  passage  and  another  in  Aristides  it  is 
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known  that  according  to  Eratosthenes  Phrynichus  (i.e.  the  comic  poet)  attributed 
the  authorship  of  the  ode  to  Lamprocles,  an  early  Athenian  dithyrambic  poet, 
while  others  assigned  the  ode  to  Stesichorus.  Our  author,  who  refers  to  an  in¬ 
conclusive  discussion  of  the  claims  of  Lamprocles  and  Stesichorus  by  Chamaeleon 
(a  disciple  of  Aristotle),  and  possibly,  but  by  no  means  certainly,  mentions  Erato¬ 
sthenes  (11.  158-9,  n.),  also  adduces  the  evidence  of  Phrynichus  in  favour  of 
Lamprocles  as  the  author,  and  quotes  the  passage  in  Aristophanes  (11.  160-76). 

Little  can  be  made  of  the  remaining  fragments.  There  is  probably  a 
reference  in  Fr.  8.  ii  to  Hellanicus  on  Krtaet?  (11.  212-14,  n.) ;  but  the  context  is 
obscure.  Fr.  9,  which  is  more  considerable,  relates  to  a  person  with  a  name 
beginning  with  probably  A  or  A  and  ending  in  -5t//xo9  (e.  g.  Aristodemus),  who, 
after  adventures  in  which  the  Naxians  and  Thracians  were  apparently  concerned, 
was  carried  off  and  put  to  death  after  a  trial  by  the  Parians  (11.  218-28),  The 
Orestes  of  Theodectes  (?)  is  quoted  in  Fr.  17,  and  apparently  a  play  of  Lysippus 
in  PT.  2\,  while  Fr.  16  perhaps  has  another  reference  to  the  Omphale  of  Ion,  and 
Fr.  14  possibly  mentions  Simonides.  Other  proper  names  which  occur  are  A(r(nj[ 
(1.  247,  n.),  Lycia  or  the  Lycians  (1.  251),  Odysseus  (1.  272,  perhaps  in  connexion 
with  his  descent  to  Hades),  and  Ptolemaeus  (possibly  Ptol.  Philopator  or  Phila- 
delphus;  11.  369-70,  n.).  The  names  of  the  grammarians  Aristarchus  and 
Didymus  can  be  restored  in  11.  231  and  283  respectively,  but  in  neither  place 
with  any  confidence.  That  Frs.  31-2,  42,  44“5j  belong  to  1611 

is  not  at  all  certain.  All  the  fragments  belong  to  the  middles  of  columns,  except 
Fr.  I  and  where  it  is  otherwise  stated. 

The  handwriting  is  a  small  neat  uncial  closely  resembling  that  of  1012,  a 
treatise  on  literary  composition,  written  soon  after  A.  D.  205  (Part  vii,  Plate  iv). 
1611  also  probably  belongs  to  the  first  two  or  three  decades  of  the  third  century, 
and  is  approximately  contemporary  with  1610,  of  which  the  script  is  similar,  but 
larger.  The  columns  are  short,  consisting  of  24  or  25  lines  of  14-20  letters, 
generally  about  17.  The  end  of  a  section  is  marked  in  1.  37  by  a  coronis,  which 
is  employed  after  I..115  and  probably  1.  138  to  divide  a  quotation  from  the  main 
text.  Paragraph!  also  occur  after  11.  90  (where  it  is  misplaced),  165,  214,  and  231 
to  indicate  quotations.  Strokes  against  the  margin  of  11.  83-4  call  attention  to 
the  recommencement  of  the  author^s  commentary  at  the  end  of  the  extract  from 
Acusilaus,  of  which  the  beginning  is  distinguished  by  the  sign  ^  (1.  56,  n.).  The 
obelus  against  1. 116  apparently  also  indicates  a  quotation,  and  the  two  flourishes 
after  1.  138  seem  to  be  merely  supplementary  to  the  neighbouring  coronis.  High 
stops  were  used,  but  not  at  all  regularly ;  one  doubtful  instance  of  a  stop  in  the 
middle  position  occurs  in  .1.  442.  Occasional  marks  of  elision  and  quantity  and 
accents  are  found  in  the  poetical  quotations  (11.  91  and  127),  and  there  are  some 
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diaereses  over  i  and  v.  An  abbreviation,  k'  for  Kat,  is  used  in  1.  216,  Iota 
adscript  was  not  infrequently  omitted  by  the  first  hand,  but  when  ignored  was 
inserted  by  a  contemporary  corrector,  who  might  even  be  the  same  scribe.  The 
insertion,  however,  of  two  words  omitted  in  1.  59  similar  additions  of  omitted 
letters  in  11.  281,  338,  and  350  all  seem  to  be  in  a  second  hand,  especially  the 
cursively  written  e  above  1.  281  ;  in  11.  169  and  223  the  alterations  are  most 
probably  due  to  the  first  hand.  The  revision  of  the  papyrus  was  in  any  case 
not  very  thorough,  and  several  small  mistakes  remain  uncorrected,  II.  45  o  for  ov, 
46  a^Lov  for  a^L(oVy  57  Ilo(TLbo)v  for  6 1  avrov  for  avTY}v,  80  op€LOv  for  opOioVy 

84  TL  for  ro,  91  air'  for  otto,  107  the  apparent  omission  of  KaXov  after  KofaXe/xov,  127 
atveraL  for  averaiy  222  peOiKav  for  pi€6r]Kav:  cf.  also  11.  123,  146,  and  172-3,  nn. 

The  date  of  the  papyrus  itself  excludes  a  later  period  than  about  the  middle 
of  the  second  centuiy  for  the  composition  of  the  work  from  which  1611  was 
excerpted.  On  the  other  hand  a  date  not  earlier  than  200  B.  C.  is  indicated  by 
the  references  to  (i)  Polemon,  who  was  a  Delphic  Tipo^evos  in  177-6  B.  C. 
(Susemihl,  Gesch.  d.  Alex.  Lit.  i.  667^^^),  and  according  to  Suidas  a  contem¬ 
porary  of  .Ptolemy  Epiphanes  (204-181  B.C.),  and  (2)  Mnaseas,  who  according 
to  an  ambiguously  worded  statement  of  Suidas  was  a  pupil  of  Eratosthenes. 
The  striking  resemblance  between  the  discussion  of  the  authorship  of  the  ode 
to  Pallas  in  1611  and  the  views  attributed  to  Eratosthenes  by  the  scholia  on 
Aristophanes'  Clouds  967  (cf.  pp.  128-9  and  II.  162-5,  ^0  first  sight  suggests  that 
the  papyrus  may  consist  of  extracts  from  Eratosthenes’  cleb rated  work  Il€pl 
apxcLiCLs  Kco/uKdStay.  The  first  of  the  three  sections  in  Fr.  i  seems  to  be  concerned 
with  the  Old  Comedy;  the  second,  about  Caeneus,  deals  with  a  subject  which 
was  the  basis  of  plays  by  two  writers  of  the  Middle  Comedy,  Antiphanes 
and  Araros,  and  may  well  have  been  utilized  earlier,  while  the  third,  about 
Thucydides,  leads  up  to  a  quotation  from  Hermippus.  The  two  statements 
attributed  to  Asclepiades  of  Myrlea  by  Suidas  that  Polemon  (i)  synchronized 
with  Aristophanes  of  Byzantium  (the  successor  of  Eratosthenes  as  librarian  at 
Alexandria;  cf.  p.  131)  and (2)  was  the  disciple  ofPanaetius  (about  i8o-iroB. C.) 
are  scarcely  consistent  with  each  other,  and  the  second  has  usually  been  regarded 
as  corrupt ;  cf.  Susemihl,  i.  666^^^.  Since  Eratosthenes  according  to  Suidas 
was  born  in  276-2  B.C.  and  died  at  the  age  of  eighty  in  the  reign  of  Ptolemy 
Epiphanes,  it  is  possible  that  his  Hepl  apxaia^  K0)p,(phCas  quoted  Polemon’s  earlier 
works.  The  suggestion  of  Knaack  (Pauly-Wissowa,  Realejtc.  vi.  S^o)y  that  the 
treatise  on  Comedy  was  written  in  the  early  part  of  Eratosthenes’  life  before 
he  left  Athens  for  Alexandria,  is  not  based  on  any  evidence,  atid  Theophrastus, 
a  writer  utilized  in  it  (cf.  Strecker,  De  Lycophro7tey  Etiphi^oiiiOy  Eratosthejiey  &c., 
Fr.  75),  is  also  quoted  in  1611  (1.  38).  Polemon,  who  joined  the  Pergamene 
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school,  wrote  a  treatise  against  Eratosthenes  (Susemihl,  i.  670^^2)  Ilept  r?}? 
"AOrjvrjaLv  'EpaToaOivovs  67rt6??j[xtas,  denying  (probably  ironically)  that  Eratosthenes 
had  ever  been  at  Athens,  and  two  of  the  six  extant  fragments  of  that  treatise 
(Frs.  47-8,  FHG.  iii.  130)  apparently  refer  to  statements  in  the  Ilept  apxalas 
Ka)pL(pbCasj  which  was  therefore  earlier  than  Polemon’s  attack  on  Eratosthenes. 
It  is,  however,  not  quite  clear  that  Polemon  is  mentioned  in  1611  with  approval 
(cf.  11.  loi-ii,  n.),  and  the  controversy  between  him  and  Eratosthenes  may  have 
been  begun  by  the  latter.  As  regards  Mnaseas,  whose  date  mainly  depends  on 
that  of  Eratosthenes,  the  fact  that  he  is  quoted  with  approval  in  1611  (1.  128) 
is  not  inconsistent  with  the  hypothesis  that  he  was  the  author's  own  pupil ; 
but  it  is  not  quite  certain  whether  Suidas  meant  to  call  Mnaseas  the  pupil  of 
Eratosthenes  or  of  Aristarchus.  The  latter  interpretation,  which  would  of  course 
be  fatal  to  the  view  that  1611  was  the  work  of  Eratosthenes,  is  rejected  by 
Susemihl,  i.  679^^^  The  date  of  Eratosthenes’  death  (196-4  B.  c.),  which  is  accepted 
by  Susemihl  mainly  on  the  evidence  of  Suidas,  thus  leaves  a  narrow  margin  of 
time  available  to  which  the  ITept  dpx.  Kcopt.  could  be  assigned  on  the  assumption 
that  1611  belongs  to  that  work ;  but  most  of  this  margin  tends  to  disappear, 
if  with  Knaack  (Pauly-Wissowa,  Realenc»  vi.  359)  Strabo’s  statement  that 
Eratosthenes  was  the  pupil  of  Zeno  of  Citium  be  accepted  ;  for  Eratosthenes’ 
birth  and  death  must  then  be  put  back  about  ten  years  earlier  than  Suidas’  dates. 
1241,  which  settles  the  order  of  the  Alexandrian  librarians  from  Apollonius 
Rhodius  to  Cydas  and  rectifies  some  errors  of  Suidas,  is  apt  to  be  mistaken 
or  corrupt  in  its  chronological  references  to  the  Ptolemies  with  whom  the 
librarians  were  associated.  But  the  position  assigned  to  Eratosthenes,  next 
after  Apollonius  Rhodius  and  before  Aristophanes  of  Byzantium,  whose  suc¬ 
cessors  were  (omitting  Kal  ^Apiarapxo^  in  1241.  ii.  8  as  an  interpolation)  Apollonius 
the  €lboypd(f)os  and  Aristarchus  of  Samothrace,  suggests  that  Eratosthenes’  literary 
activity  hardly  continued  as  late  as  the  reign  of  Epiphanes,  and  if  the  corrupt 
^iXoTTOLTopos  in  1241.  ii.  15  is  corrected  to  ^Ejncpavovs  instead  of  <I>tAo/x?}ropo?,  as  is 
possible,  Eratosthenes’  period  of  office  at  Alexandria  must  have  ended  soon 
after  the  accession  of  Philopator  in  222-1  B.C.  Hence,  though  the  difficulty 
caused  by  the  mention  of  Mnaseas  can  be  got  over,  that  caused  by  the  reference 
to  Polemon  Ilept  dKpoTToXeo)^  is  a  much  more  serious  and  probably  insuperable 
obstacle  to  the  attribution  of  1611  to  Eratosthenes  Ilept  dp^atay  Kco/xwStas.  More¬ 
over  it  is  possible  that  the  scholium  on  Aristophanes  which  gives  Lamprocles’ 
version  of  the  ode  to  Pallas  is  nearer  to  Eratosthenes’  actual  words  than  are  the 
other  scholia,  which  agree  with  1611  in  quoting  Phrynichus’  version  (cf.  11.  162- 
5,  n.),  and  the  ode  to  Pallas  was  evidently  the  subject  of  much  discussion. 
Lastly,  in  1611  the  sections  about  Caeneus  and  Thucydides  are  not,  so  far 
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as  can  be  judged,  specially  concerned  with  Old  Comedy,  so  that  a  later  author 
than  Eratosthenes  is  distinctly  more  probable.  Eratosthenes  may  even  have  been 
referred  to  by  name  in  the  discussion  of  the  ode  to  Pallas  (11. 
in  any  case  likely  to  have  been  the  main  source  of  that  section  of  the  papyrus. 

The  hypothesis  of  the  Eratosthenean  authorship  of  the  section  concerning 
the  ode  to  Pallas  might  be  combined  with  the  attribution  of  other  sections 
to  different  grammarians ;  but  though  it  is  not  certain  that  the  various  extracts 
are  all  from  the  same  work,  there  is  more  to  be  said  in  favour  of  the  view,  that 
they  come  from  one  of  the  miscellmties  {avix^jLiKTa),  which  were  composed  by  several 
grammarians  of  the  Alexandrine  and  Roman  periods.  Of  these  miscellanies  the 
Earliest  known  is  by  Callistratus  the  pupil  of  Aristophanes  of  Byzantium  and 
composer  also  of  a  work  Ilpds  ray  a^err/crety  (sc.  of  Aristarchus)  and  commentaries 
on  Cratinus  and  Aristophanes;  cf.  Athen.  iii.  125  c-d,  where  the  7th  book  is 
quoted,  R.  Schmidt,  De  Callistrato  Aristophaneo,  and  Susemihl,  i.  450.  Another 
composer  of  miscellanies  was  Herodicus  6  KparT^retoy,  who  is  chiefly  known  from 
quotations  in  Athenaeus  from  his  three  works,  ITpoy  rhv  ^tAo(rco/cpan?i;,  Sv/x/^tKra 
vTTofjLv't]fxaTa  (Athen.  viii.  340  e),  and  (in  at  least  six  books).  His 

date  is  disputed:  Gudeman  in  Pauly- Wissowa,  Realenc.  viii.  974,  assigns  him 
to  the  first  century  B.  C.  That  the  celebrated  Didymus,  who  died  in  the  reign  of 
Augustus,  wrote  Sv/ut/xtKra  is  attested  by  the  Eiym,  Gild.  124.  2,  where  it  is 
stated  that  Alexion  (a  first-century  grammarian  of  Alexandria)  made  an  epitome 
of  them.  The  Sv/x/utcKra  are  generally  identified  with  the  Sv/x-n-oo-taKa  of  Didymus, 
which  were  also  of  a  miscellaneous  character ;  cf.  Cohn  in  Pauly-Wissowa, 
Realenc.  v.  470.  Suidas’^  list  of  the  works  of  Seleucus,  the  Homeric  critic,  who 
lived  in  the  time  of  Tiberius  (Gudeman,  /.  ^.),  ends  Ka\  aXXa  avfXfjLLKTay  and  Seleucus 
ii/  Si’jm/xtKToiy  is  cited  by  Schol.  Apoll.  Rhod.  ii.  1055.  Pamphila,  who  lived 
in  the  reign  of  Nero,  wrote  according  to  Photius  (Cod.  175)  thirty-three  books 
crviJLfjLLKTcov  laTopLKcov  vTTopLvrjpidTcov  KoyoLj  which  were  largely  used  by  Aulus  Gellius 
and  Diogenes  Laertius.  1611  may  well  belong  to  one  of  these  five  writers  of 
miscellanies ;  but  Didymus  has  the  strongest  claim  to  be  regarded  as  the  author, 
since  in  his  case  the  existence  of  an  epitome  is  also  attested.  In  the  absence 
of  any  clear  reference  to  grammarians  later  than  the  second  century  B.  c. 
Callistratus  is  more  suitable  as  the  composer  than  Herodicus,  Seleucus,  or 
Pamphilus,  and  1611  seems  to  be  somewhat  earlier  than  1012,  which  mentions 
both  Didymus  and  Caecilius  Calactinus,  and  was  not  composed  before  A.D.  50. 
Dionysius  6  /xouatKoy,  who  is  known  to  have  discussed  the  authorship  of  the  ode 
to  Pallas  (cf.  11.  162-5,  B.)  and  lived  in  the  time  of  Hadrian,  is  not  at  all  likely 
to  be  the  author  of  1611,  for  his  known  works  are  all  concerned  with  pLovatKi] 
in  some  form  or  (if  he  was  identical  with  Aelius  Dionysius)  lexicography,  and 
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the  Caeneus  and  Thucydides  sections  are  not  at  all  appropriate  to  him.  Rufus, 
who  is  coupled  with  Dionysius  (cf.  II.  162-5,  thought  to  have 

epitomized  his  Moi^crt/c^  toropta  (cf.  Cohn  in  Pauly-Wissowa,  Realenc,  v.  986), 
is,  apart  from  other  considerations,  unsuitable  on  account  of  his  date,  which 
is  probably  third  century  or  later. 

We  are  indebted  to  Mr.  T.  W.  Allen  for  several  suggestions  in  the  recon¬ 
struction  of  this  papyrus. 
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Fr.  49. 

400  ]to 

]•[ 

406 

]•[ 

4II  ](7 

]^?[ 

]v  aX[ 

]ot;A[ 

410  ]T]TpL  .  [ 

]« 

]  .  TO  .  [ 

405  ]av[ 

]«[•]  •  [ 

end  of  col. 

Fr.  50. 

Fr.  51. 

Fr.  52. 

Fr.  53- 

]  •  ’■«.'[ 

416  ] . 

418 

]  •  [•]?[ 

420 

]a[. .] .  [ 

415  ]a»'ct)[ 

]?• 

TO  Ao[ 

]• 

T€crcoa[ 

end  of  col. 

end  of  col. 

end  of  col. 

end  of  col. 

Fr.  54. 

Fr.  55. 

Fr.  56. 

Fr.  57- 

Fr.  58. 

422  ]t][ 

>  P«^L 

426 

]Ta>u  [ 

428  ]co^.[ 

430  ]0eX[ 

]i>v[  425  ]h-  •  [ 

]X< 

Fr.  59. 

Fr.  60. 

Fr.  61, 

Fr.  62. 

Fr.  63. 

432  ] .  7raX[ 

K[ 

436  ]»' 

438  ]k[  440  ]  .  TTOL  ,  [ 

]apTco[ 

435  ]<?••[ 

^Kar 

]••[ 

]•[ 

Fr.  64. 

Fr.  65. 

Fr.  66. 

Fr.  67. 

Fr.  68. 

442  ]va(*  o[ 

443  ]  •  •  ^a[ 

444  ]v<Tl[ 

445  ]  •  ?[ 

]y  7raT[ 

end  of  col. 

end  of  col. 

]xa[  450  ]p‘y[ 

]aAfa[ 

]f/^[ 
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2  9“37»  .  .]ai[.  .  .]oi^  uvj/  a  ,  epa  ,  dv  ovras  TcrTrtp[o]y  Ka\  tovs  KpiTQs\  d^\ov  ovtcos 

TeTTapaKovTOj  Av(7t7r7r[o]ff  eV  BaK^^ats  6poi<og  Be  Ka\  KparXpos  ev  nXovTot?  Tieyei, 

‘ being  two,  and  the  judges  four’',  thus  evidently  forty;  but  Lysippus  in  the 
Bacchae  says  that  they  were  five,  and  so  does  Cratinus  in  the  nXouToi.’ 

38—97.  [oj'Tt  TO  TTopa  0€O0paWa)  Xf[yo]/x€i^ap  ev  tq  Bevrepco  Hepi  ^aaiXeias  irepi  tov  Kati/ccoj 
Boparos  TovTo’  ‘  Ka.\  ovtos  €<ttip  ats  aKj]6a>s  6  t<5  crK^nTpcct  ^aaikevcav^  o(v^  r<5  Bopari  Kadairep  o  Kaipevs.^ 
yap  [/cpalreiv  6  Knti/fvs  tS  [Sdp]ari,  dXX*  <iKTji\7r^Tp(p  KnBdn\€p  at  7r]o[XXo]i  ^aaiXel?, 

[eVijfidXry’  ?]  ov  [ydp]  eBvparo  71  [pd?  rj  [wTr*  ’A]^cai;o’tX«ov  [toO]  * Apyeiov  /caraX[eyopew;s’]  laroplas 
d7roX{)(ra[t],  Xcyei  yap  irepi  Kaivea  ovtcos’  ‘  Kaip^  Be  rff  ’EXdrov  plcryeraL  TloaeiBi^e^cov,  eVretra, 
ov  yap  avToXs  iepov  rraiBas  reKep  ovt*  eKeivov  ovt  e^  dXXov  ovBepos,  TTOiei  avTQj^v  IIocre[t]36(ii)i/ 
dvBpa  uTpco'^To'^Pj  i(T)(yp  e^ovTa  [p€]y/[o’]T[i7]y  tcop  dpBpoJTrcov  tcop  rdrc,  Ka\  ore  tis  avTop  KePToirj  aiBrjpa 
^  ^aXKMj  ^XiaKeTO  pdXiCTTa  )(pr)pdT<op,  Ka\  ytypcrat  (Sao'LXevs  ovtos  AarriBecoP  Kot  tois  Kepravpois 

TToXepeecTKej  eneiTa  aTTjdas  aKop^Tiop  ep  dyopa  tovtco  KeXevei  Bveip  ?  BeoJ^Ti  B*  ovk  .  [ . .  ^ai  ?] 

Zed?  IBav  adT[di^  rajdra  rroiovPTa  uTreiXet  koX  ecpoppa  tovs  Kei/ravpov?,  KOKeiPOi  adrdi'  KaTOKonTovcTiP 
dp(6^iop  KOTa  y^s  KOI  dpcoBep  rrerpr^p  eTTiTiBeiatP  (T^pa  Ka\  dnodpi^aKet,^  tovt  yap  tacos  1(0^  tS 

BdpaTi  dp^eip  top  Kaipea,  Sdmrat  Be  Bid  tovtov  Kai  to  Trap*  EvpirriBr)  ep  *AXKp€Ci)Pi  rw  Bid  K[ojptV^oo 
Xeyopepop  vtto  Beov' 

‘  Acdyd)  pep  aTeKVOS  eyepoprjp  KeipjjS  «7t(o), 

* AXKpecopi  B*  €T€K€  BiBvpa  reKPa  TrapSepos* 
edv  TLS  C^rij  ttqos  ^  tov  Beov  pelvis  dyopds  eaTip,  Bid  tov  TTpOKei^^pePOv  .  .  . 


‘  That  what  Theophrastus  says  in  the  second  book  Concerning  Kingship  about  the 
spear  of  Caeneus  is  as  follows.  “And  this  is  the  king  who  really  rules  by  his  sceptre,  not 
by  his  spear  like  Caeneus."  For  Caeneus  claiming  to  govern  by  his  spear,  not  by  his  sceptre 
as  is  the  fashion  of  most  kings,  failed,  because  he  had  no  power,  according  to  the  story  related 
by  Acusilaus  the  Argive,  to  release.  He  describes  Caeneus  as  follows.  “  Caene  daughter 
of  Elatus  was  united  to  Poseidon;  afterwards,  since  it  was  impious  for  them  to  have 
children  either  by  him  or  by  any  one  else,  Poseidon  made  her  an  invulnerable  man, 
possessing  the  greatest  strength  of  any  person  then  living,  and  when  any  one  stabbed  him 
with  iron  or  bronze,  he  was  conquered  most  certainly  of  all.  So  Caeneus  became  king  of 
the  Lapithae,  and  waged  war  with  the  Centaurs.  Afterwards  he  set  up  his  javelin  in  the 
market-place  and  bade  people  sacrifice  to  it.  But  this  was  not  (pleasing  T)  to  the  gods,  and 
Zeus  seeing  him  doing  this,  threatened  him  and  stirred  up  the  Centaurs  against  him ;  and 
they  cut  him  down  upright  below  the  ground,  and  put  a  mass  of  rock  above  as  a  tomb ;  so 
he  died."  That  is  apparently  what  is  meant  by  Caeneus  ruling  by  a  spear,  and  it  also 
explains  what  is  said  by  the  god  in  Euripides'  'AXKpecop  6  Bid  Kopipdov  “And  I  was  without 
child  by  her,  but  she  bare  to  Alcmaeon  twin  children,  a  virgin."  If  the  inquiry  is  made 
how  union  with  a  god  is  without  offspring,  (it  is  shown)  through  the  aforesaid  .  . 


101—20.  OTi  Qv^  [ . ]5r;  .  [.  .  .  .  Acal?  IloXe/xajj/]  ep  ['.  Ilept  aKpOTTO^Xecos 

. .  .j  dpaypacp^ . ]  top  MeXr]alov  [viot/,  ^re’^cpavov  Be  tov  Ko[aXe)Lioi;  (/caXoi;)]- 

pepov  TTOTepa^  [oi^rot  ?j  Be  top  avyypacp^ea  peu^  (paaiP  *OX6pov  Vi[oi',  Tp/?]ro*/  Be  top  ^apcr[aXtoi/.] 
Trepi  pep  ovp  tov  [tov  Srej^aj/ov  rraTpos  Af[oi  IlXdjrojy  <pr)a\p  ep  t[©  Me'^pcopi  ovtcos’  drt  Sov^KvBiBrjs 
Bvo  [vet?  eBpe^yj/ep  M.eXrjaia^p  kol  ^Te^jiapop*  rovroi  [?  €7rat5€v](Tei/.’  Acai  ''Eppnr^Tros  6  Troi^TjTrjs  ep 
*Ia7re[rw  Xeyei  .  .  . 


‘  That .  . .  and  Polemon  in  the  [.]  book  Concerning  the  Acropolis  do  not . . .  Thucydides 
.  .  .  the  son  of  Melesias  and  father  of  Stephanus  called  the  Stupid ;  but  they  say  that  the 
historian  was  the  son  of  Olorus,  and  a  third  was  the  Pharsalian.  With  regard  to  the  father 
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of  Stephanus  Plato  also  says  in  the  That  Thucydides  brought  up  two  sons,  Melesias 

and  Stephanus ;  these  he  educated  And  Hermippus  the  poet  in  the  lapeius  says  .  .  / 

121—30.  ]  6  iv  Tfj’*l(ovo\^  ’O/i^laX?^  KQT  iipx^v  X€yo^€[i/]of  'HpaKk€Ovs  ^6p€ios  [wrjTTOf  ovro)f* 

‘  opayp  ph  \p]^r}  TJ^ottos  €^fXai[i/o]/:x€i', 

^Epprjy  ^opeiov  [iTrjTToi^*  a|t}i/€rat  5*  65os,’ 

[SioXjcXvKC  6*  ovTo  Mra[o'€a5  6?]  naTop[evs‘  cji/  [llfpl  •  •  • 


^ ...  the  northern  horse  of  Heracles  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  the  Omphale  of  Ion 
thus :  At  length  from  the  boundaries  of  Pelops  we  drive  forth,  O  Hermes,  the  northern 
horse,  and  the  road  is  finished.”  Mnaseas  of  Patara  in  his  work  Cojicerning  Oracles  has 
solved  the  difficulty  .  .  ' 


146—52.  ‘ .  .  .  /cat .?]  o*u,  yvvaty  tIvos  c^/c^yoi/os  €v;^[6]at  €ivai  *  ’ 

/cat  T[a  /cat  wy  e/crt^€T[at  *Ap/cTt  Pji'oy  oXov  aaT^[y  toi/]  Bavarov*  /cat  6  [ . TOP 

rp[.  cV]  t[w]  €'  [.]to[.  .]o[.  .  . 

‘  “ .  .  .  and  thou,  lady,  from  whom  dost  thou  boast  thy  descent  1  and  so  on,  and  that 
Arctinus  relates  her  death  in  full,  and . des  in  the  5th  book  of .  .  .’ 


160—76.  ]Taty  4>[pa]r/[i;(oy . ]  a<f>riyo^vpL^v^os . ]*  ‘  na[X]Xa'[Sa  nspcrinoKiP  /cXiJf]<k) 

TrroXf/xa^o/coji/ dyi/ai^  7r[at6a  Atds] /tcydXov  X^a/xdcrtTrjTroi' ^  ovtco  Trapo^TTOtct  ?]  Bia7Topov(ri  yap  ot[/c  djXtyot 
7r[€]pt  T[oa]Ttoi/,  Ko^B^dnep  Xo/iaiXe'oDi/,  norcpov  ttotc  2T);[o't];(dpou  iarrXv  ^  Aapn poKS^io^vs^  /c[at7r]€p  tov 
^^pvp^ixov  Aap]7rpo/cXft  pa[^/;^T»7^  Midcupos  .^]  TTpoaplpopyros.  /cat  ?  X^pia'TO(pdpr)s  [fie  TrapaTrjotet  Xeytui; 
‘  riaXXdfia]  7r[e]p(rc[7r]o[Xti/  beivdp  ’  .  .  . 


‘ .  .  .  Phrynichus  relating  To  Pallas  destroyer  of  cities  I  call,  to  the  sustainer  of 
war,  the  pure,  the  child  of  great  Zeus,  the  horsetamer  thus  introduces  (?)  it.  For  not  a  few, 
like  Chamaeleon,  are  in  doubt  whether  this  was  formerly  written  by  Stesichorus  or  by 
Lamprocles,  though  Phrynichus  attributes  it  to  Lamprocles  the  pupil  of  Midon  (?).  Aristo¬ 
phanes  also  introduces  it  saying  “To  Pallas  destroyer  of  cities,  the  terrible''  .  . 


219—28.  .  .  .  Nd^[tot? . €P  p€]rat;^[p/a) 

p^Bi^Kop.  d[7ro/coptfTtfp  Pjft’oi  fie  top  'A[pi  (TTO  ?]fi)7pOI/  €iy 
KOI  els  fi/[/ca]o‘T>7ptoi/  eto-ayaydi[T€s]  aTreKreipap, 


? . ]  rd  Td>p  ©pc  [/coir/ . ] 

TT)P  U^dpop  ?]  fiTiuiPTO  7Tep\  tout[ci)I']  ol  Hapioi, 


‘ .  .  .  the  Naxians  ...  is  a  disputed  frontier  .  . .  the  Thracians  .  .  .  released  him.  The 
Parians  carried  off  Aristodemus  to  Paros  and  censured  him  for  this,  and  after  bringing  him 
to  trial  put  him  to  death.' 

23-7.  Fr.  26,  where  in  1.  329  ]  i3  /cp[iTai  can  be  restored  (cf.  11.  31-2),  is  perhaps  to  be 
placed  at  the  bottom  of  Col.  i,  as  Allen  suggests. 

29.  ]s  apTi[:  the  division  of  these  letters  is  uncertain,  ij  can  be  read  instead  of  t. 

30.  ]op :  €P  can  equally  well  be  read.  All  that  is  visible  before  p  is  a  spot  of  ink  in 
about  the  middle  of  the  line.  ]av  is  impossible,  and  other  vowels  are  improbable. 

6  .  €pa  . :  except  in  pa,  only  the  bottoms  of  the  letters  are  preserved.  The  first  seems 
to  be  €  or  O'  and  [i]  may  be  lost  between  it  and  the  second,  which  is  rather  more  like  c,  B,  or  a- 
than  e.g.  y  or  i,  and  does  not  come  below  the  line  as  far  as  r  usually  does  in  this  hand.  The 
third  must  be  e,  o,  or  o-,  and  the  last  can  be  y,  rj,  t[r],  /c,  p,  1/,  or  tt.  Cf.  the  next  n. 

Tjpas :  the  first  person  is  not  found  elsewhere  in  1611,  and  rjpas  dvovras  can  hardly  be 
right,  though  possibly  the  participle  is  to  be  corrected  to  Xvopras  or  fi(iaX)i/oi/Tay :  cf.  1.  128 
[fita]X€Xi//cf.  The  present  active  of  Svetp  is  very  rare  outside  epic  poetry,  pa  suits  the  vestiges 
very  well ;  the  lacuna  between  these  two  broken  letters  could  take  [t],  but  not  [ep].  As  was 
suggested  by  Prof.  Rostowzew,  it  is  better  to  divide  8v{o)  ovras  and  regard  ijpas  .  .  .  Kpiras  as 


1611.  WORK  ON  LITERARY  CRITICISM 


141 

a  quotation  from  a  comedy.  The  preceding  words  can  also  be  an  iambic  line,  ending  vw 
(T€  opav.  Cf.  also  11.  23-7,  n. 

35.  e:  for  5  judges  at  contests  of  comedies  cf.  Schol.  Ar.  Birds  445  cKpimv  Kpirdt  rovs 
K<t}piK0vs»  ol  Se  Xap(3dvovT€s  rds  i  '\lrr](povs  cvbaipovovUj  Hesych.  7r€VT€  Kpurai'  tq<jovtoi  tois  KcopiKots 
£Kpivov  ov  povop  *A6r]VT]cnP  aXXa  Km  iv  Zenobius,  Cent,  iii.  64  fV  7r€PT€  KpiTCDV  yovpacri  mrat* 

. . .  7revT€  Kpcrdi  tovs  K(opiKovs  eKpivov,  cos  ^r]ai  ''ETrixp.pposy  which  is  copied  by  Suidas.  The  difficulty  j 
is  that  4  judges  (1.  32)  at  contests  of  comedies  are  not  attested  at  any  period,  and 
what  ^  40  *  refers  to  is  very  obscure.  Apart  from  the  references  quoted  concerning  Comedy, 
the  question  of  the  number  of  judges  at  dramatic  contests  and  the  method  of  selection  is  not  ^ 
yet  very  clear;  cf.  Muller,  Lehrh,  d,  griech.  Biihnenalt,  368-72.  In  Plut.  Cwion  8  the  ten 
strategi  appear  as  judges  in  a  contest  at  which  Sophocles  won  the  first  prize ;  but  it  is  generally 
supposed  that  there  were  normally  5  judges  for  tragedies  as  well  as  for  comedies,  and  these 
were  in  both  cases  selected  by  lot  from  a  larger  body  of  10,  i.e.  i  for  each  tribe,  this  body 
of  10  having  been  chosen  by  lot  from  a  much  larger  number,  of  which  the  size  is  unknown. 
But  it  is  not  satisfactory  to  identify  the  ‘  40 '  with  the  largest  body.  The  number  *  5  Mn 
connexion  with  contests  of  comedies  might  also  refer  to  the  contending  poets,  of  whom  5  are 
attested  in  the  time  of  Aristophanes  and  in  the  second  century  b.c.  (cf.  Muller,  op.  cit.  321), 
and  these  might  be  connected  with  rouPjs  avTi\^  in  1.  29  and  be  contrasted  with  ripas  fiu  ovTas, 
not  with  reao-apas  Kai  tovs  Kpiras.  Owing  to  the  loss  of  the  beginning  we  are  unable 
to  suggest  a  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  passage ;  but  in  view  of  (i)  the  common  use  of 
Kpirai  in  connexion  with  dramatic  contests  in  particular,  and  (2)  the  two  references  to  Old 
Comedy,  it  remains  probable  that  contests  of  comedies  are  in  some  way  meant.  Of  the 
, of  Lysippus,  which  seems  to  have  been  his  most  popular  play,  six  fragments  are 
known,  and  of  Cratinus’  nXoiJrot  nine. 

38.  [o]rt:  cf.  1.  loi.  The  papyrus  is  not  broken,  but  no  trace  of  0  is  visible;  it  has 
more  probably  been  obliterated  than  omitted  by  mistake,  n  might  be  the  beginning  of 
a  section  of  a  work  in  the  style  of  Aristotle^s  Problems^  but  does  not  suit  tovto  in  1.  42  ; 
cf.  the  next  n. 

42.  TOVTO,  we  think,  refers  to  the  following  quotation,  like  ovreos  in  11.  56  and  115. 
There  is  no  marginal  indication  of  the  beginning  of  a  quotation  here,  as  there  is  commonly 
elsewhere  (cf.p.  129);  but  kgi  ovtos  is  unintelligible  as  part  of  our  authors  commentary.  Where 
the  Theophrastus  quotation  ends  is  not  quite  clear.  It  might  stop  after  Kaii'eu?  in  1.  46,  or 
a7roXi;o-a[6  in  1.  54,  or  a7ra6vrjia-K€i  in  h  83,  where  the  Acusilaus  quotation  in  any  case  ends 
and  there  are  strokes  in  the  margin,  or  even  after  Kmvea  in  1.  85.  That  11.  85-100  belong 
to  Theophrastus  is  very  unlikely,  their  subject  being  irrelevant  to  his  treatise.  We  adopt 
1.  46  as  the  dividing-point  between  the  Theophrastus  quotation  and  our  author’s  comment. 
If  Theophrastus  had  quoted  the  long  Acusilaus  extract,  which  is  not  in  itself  likely,  an 
allusion  to  the  latter  would  rather  have  been  expected  at  the  beginning  of  the  section,  and 
below  1.  46  a  paragraphus  or  other  critical  sign  may  have  been  lost. 

46.  o^iop  is  a  mistake  for  a^icou.  Cf.  p.  130. 

49-52.  The  ends  of  these  lines  are  on  a  fragment  which  was  originally  separate,  but  is 
very  suitably  placed  here,  though  there  is  no  external  indication  that  it  belongs  to  the  top 
of  a  column.  a|[XXo]t  is  inadmissible  in  11.  49-50.  7r[poj]  r;??  in  1.  51  is  not  at  all  satisfactory 
in  the  apparent  sense  of  Kara  with  the  accusative,  but  7T[ept]  is  no  improvement,  and 
a  preposition  is  required,  p.  and  p  are  the  only  alternatives  to  tt,  B[ia  being  thus  excluded 
and  ft[€Ta  being  also  unsatisfactory. 

53.  I  can  equally  well  be  read  in  place  of  the  t  of  KaTa\[(Eyop€pr]s,  but  kqi  aX[Xa)i/  (with  tov 
instead  of  vn  in  1.  52)  makes  1.  53  much  shorter  than  the  preceding  lines,  though  not  rnuch 
shorter  than  1.  54  if  a7roXv(ra[t  there  is  right.  a7ro\vo-a[o-6aL  is  possible  as  far  as  the  size  of  the 
lacuna  is  concerned,  but  would  make  1.  54  unusually  long. 
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55»  Kati^ea  :  or  Kaii/ea)[y» 

56.  ^  in  the  margin,  marking  the  beginning  of  the  quotation,  probably,  as  Allen 
suggests,  means  ‘passage’;  cf.  Dion.  Hal.  De  7'hei,  4  and  Apoll.  Dysc.  De syni. 

i.  1 19.  It  also  occurs  in  Afiecd.  Oxon.  ii.  452.  19  ^*Api(rTo(l)dvovs  (  =  Birds  1180),  and  in 
the  Anecd.  Parismuvi  de  fioiis  (Bergk,  Zeitschr,  f!  Alter.  1845,  88)  along  with  the  obelus, 
which  occurs  in  1.  116  of  the  papyrus,  also  apparently  to  indicate  a  quotation,  for  which  the 
usual  sign  in  papyri  is  the  diple,  e.  g.  in  405  (Part  iii,  Plate  i).  The  obelus  is  explained 
in  \kitA71ecd,  Paris,  in  accordance  with  its  usual  sense  of  indicating  an  error  ;  of  ^  the  writer 
says  cH  et  ro  :  haec  sola  vix  ad  voluTitateTii  unhiscuiusque  ad  aliquid  7totanduvi  pOTiitur. 

KaLvrjLi  Kmuis,  not  Kaivrfj  is  the  feminine  form  of  Kaivevs  elsewhere;  cf.  Phleg.  Fr.  34 
oL  airro\  (sc.  Hesiod,  Dicaearchus,  Clearchus,  Callimachus  and  others)  ia-Topova-i  Kara  rqv 
AaTrtOcdi'  yevea-Bai  *EXar^  tS  ^acriKii  Ovyarepa  ovopa^opevTjv  Kaii/ifia*  ravTrj  Se  Iloa'ddaua 

piyeura  CTrayyeiXafr^ai  TToiTjCTeLV  avr^v  6  dv  rr^v  5c  d^iSiaai  peraXXd^ai  avr^v  (Is  dvbpa,  TroirjaaL  re 

drpciyTov.  tov  de  Ylotreidoivos  Kara  to  d^Kodeu  7roLr](Tavros  peTovopiacrSrivai  Kaivea,  Ovid,  who  describes 
at  considerable  length  Caeneus’  death  in  Meiam.  xii.  172  sqq.,  also  has  Cae7iis.  Acusilaus’ 
work  was  largely  based  on  Hesiod,  and  the  story  of  Caeneus  may  have  been  derived  from 
the  poet,  though  in  the  extant  remains  of  Hesiod  Caeneus  is  mentioned  only  in  Scut.  179 
among  the  list  of  the  chiefs  of  the  Lapithae.  Homer  also  has  only  one  mention  of  him, 
A  264  Kaii/ea  r  *E^d5iov  re  Koi  dvrlBeov  HoXvcfiTjpoVj  on  which  Schol.  A  remarks  d  Kaipevs 
*EXdrov  pev  ttois,  AanidoiV  de  I3a(ri\ev£,  nporepov  rjv  irapBevos  evnpenrjSf  p.iyeJ'TOS  8c  auT^  no(r€i8wi^os, 
alTrjaapevr)  pera^aXeLV  els  dvdpa  7  pedvis  aTpwTOS  ytJ'CTai,  y€V'>'aidTaTOS  r(av  Ka0*  auTOi'  UTT(£p|as. 
Kai  dr}  TTore  tttj^qs  aKOi'TiOV'  ep  r©  pccratrarw  t^s  dyopds  Oeop  tovto  wpoaera^ep  dpi&pe'ip.  di  r}P  alriap 
dyai'aKTi^O'as  6  Zeus  riptoplap  rrjs  dcre^eias  Trap  avrov  elcreTTpa^aro.  pa^dpepop  yap  aurdi'  rots 
KePTavpois  Ka\  drpaiTOP  opto  vnox^ipiop  enoi-qere'  ^aXoPTes  yap  avrop  01  irpoeLprjpepoi  dpvo-L  re  Ka\ 
eXarais  rjpeicrap  els  yrjp.  pepprjrai  de  avrov  Ka\  *A7roXXd>PLOs  ep  rols  *ApyovavTiKois  (i.  59)j  ourcos* 

Kaipea  yap  d^  irpoo’Sep  eri  KXeiovaLP  doidoi  KevravpoLO'LP  dXeV^ai,  ore  erfpeas  oios  an  dXXtop  rp^aa 
dpKrTrjcov*  ol  d*  epndXiP  6ppr}6ePTes  ovre  piP  dyfcXivai  TTporepo)  (rSepop  ovre  dat^aiy  dXX*  dpprjKTOS 
oKapTTTOS  cSvo-aro  peidBi  yaiJjSy  Oeipopepos  CTTi^ap^o-L  KaTatydr}P  eXaTutrip.  Eustathius’  Comment  On 
the  verse  is  very  similar  6  de  pvBos  cjyvaei  drpiaTOP  avrop  elpai  (firja-iy  nXdTTayp  Ka\  on  napSepos 
evTTpenrjs  nore  yeyopoi^  Ka\  Uoo’eidoivos  avTrj  piyePTOs,  airriaapepT}  dp7}p  yepenBai  #cai  arpatTos  pelpaij  hp 
^OeXep  ervx^*  Xeyerai  de  koi  vneptppop^aaL,  okoptiop  ydp^  ^atriv,  €P  dyopq  pear}  irq^as  ns  opBop  Beov 
TOVTO  npoaera^ep  dptBpelp.  oBep  7  diKr}  ttolp^p  avrop  do’epeias  elanpaTTopepr)  7Tenoir}Kep  vno  to7s 
Kei/raupoif,  ot  dpvai  re  /cat  iXarais  els  yrjp  rjpeLO’ap  dppq<TOP  /cat  aKapirrop  dvpra  vird  yrjVy  Beipopepop 
(TTL^apdis  Karatydrjp  eXdraiSy  a>s  (f>7}0'LP  ’AttoXXcowos.  Schol.  Apoll.  Rhod.  i.  59  haS  pvBoXoyovo’i  de 
TOP  Kaipea  nporepop  yeyovepai  yvpaLKOy  elra  Uoa-eidSipos  avTrj  7TXr}a‘ida'avTos  peTa^Xr}Br)vaL  els  dpdpa.  tovto 
yap  ^Tr}o-e  /cat  drpcDO’iap.  rjpio-e  de  Ka'i  ’ATToXXcoyi  /cat  ePLKrjBr}.  ovtos  eKeXeve  rods  napLOPras  dppvvai  els 
TO  dopv  avTOV*  epBep  7  napoipia  to  Kaivecos  dopv.  TLpes  de  (paai  Kaipea  a’vpnXeva'ai  tois  * Apyopavrais j 
ov  KopcDpop.  6  de  ^ATToXXoypios  rrapd  Uipdapov  eiXr}<pe  Xeyopros,  6  de  eXdr^crt  rvne'is 

Katveds  o'xicras  dpB^  nod),  yap  (  =  Pind.  Fr.  167  Schroeder).  tovto  de  avrS  appear}  did  to  P^tc 
Bveip  prjre  cdj^co’^at  rots  ^cots,  dXXd  rS  eavrov  depart.  Bid  Zeus  e<))Oppa  auTU  rods  Kcj'raupous, 
oiTit'cs  Kara  yrji/  aurdt'  (u0ouo•t^'.  Agatharchides’  description  [Be  mari Eryth.  7)  is  ert  Kaipea  t6p 
AaniBr}v  to  pep  dn  dpxjjs  yepeaBai  napBePOP  Ka\  yui/ai/ca,  fj^rjaapra  de  els  apdpa  peTao’Trjvaij  rd  d' 
vararop  els  t^p  yr]v  vnd  rdtp  Kepravpap  Karadvpai  rals  eXcirats  Tvnropevop,  dpQov  re  /cat  ^aura,  The 

connexion  between  some  of  these  passages  and  the  Acusilaus  extract  is  very  close,  especially 
in  the  earlier  part  of  Schol.  A  on  A  264  (followed  by  Eustathius),  and  the  later  part  of 
Schol.  Apoll.  Rhod.  i.  59,  where  Acusilaus  is  either  slightly  paraphrased  or  reproduced. 
Evidently  Acusilaus  was  the  chief  authority  for  the  Caeneus  legend,  though  e.  g.  the  details 
about  the  request  to  be  made  into  a  man,  which  are  absent  in  Acusilaus  and  are  elaborated 
in  Schol.  Luc.  Gall.  19  somewhat  differently,  are  probably  derived  from  another  mytho- 
logist. 
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59.  iepov:  a  diaeresis  above  e  maybe  lost.  Acusilaus’  remark  seems  very  naive  in 
the  light  of  the  number  of  legends  about  children  of  the  gods  by  mortals ;  and  it  is  not 
surprising"  that  in  11.  85—100,  the  union  of  gods  and  mortals  is  further  discussed  by  our 
author  with  a  parallel  from  Euripides. 

TCKcV :  most  of  the  fourth  letter  has  disappeared  in  a  lacuna ;  but  after  k  is  part  of 
a  stroke  which  suits  the  beginning  of  and  the  end  of  a  horizontal  stroke  joining  the 
middle  of  v  survives,  which  excludes  reKciv,  the  ordinary  Ionic  form,  found  e.  g.  in  Hdt. 
vi.  13 1,  but  of  course  with  a  circumflex  accent.  T€KhLv  is  an  altogether  impossible  reading, 
though  parallels  for  such  a  form  are  not  wanting  in  Hdt.  j  cf,  Smyth,  Ionic  Dialect^  §  602. 
t^kUv  is  just  possible  as  a  reading,  but  much  less  probable  than  nKkv,  because  (i)  the  lacuna 
is  not  large  enough  for  ce  with  cross-bars  as  long  as  that  in  the  e  after  r,  (2)  the  accent,  with 
the  reading  ee,  would  really  be  on  the  second  e,  not  the  first,  where  it  ought  to  have  been 
placed,  (3)  though  the  Ionic  second  aorist  infinitive  in  a.v  is  ultimately  derived  from  -Uv 
(cf.  Srnyth,  /.  c.),  that  form  of  the  infinitive  is  not  found  in  either  Hdt.  or  Ionic  inscriptions, 
any  more  than  in  the  MSS.  of  Homer,  so  that  Acusilaus,  though  a  writer  of  considerable 
antiquity,  is  not  at  all  likely  to  have  used  the  form  nor  would  the  corrector  of  the 

papyrus  have  been  likely  to  ascribe  it  to  him  by  error.  t^k€v  is  a  Doric  form,  parallel  to 
ayaykv,  &c.  (cf.  Kuhner-Blass,  Gramm,  i.  2,  p.  58),  and,  the  present  extract  being  the 
sole  authority  for  Acusilaus’  dialect,  does  not  require  to  be  altered  to  especially  since 

Dorisms  tend  to  occur  in  Ionic,  and  the  corrector  has  put  the  right  accent  on  the  form,  not 


merely  omitted  i.  .  .  r  1  r  •  r 

€K€Lvov :  i.  e.  Poseidon,  as  is  clear  from  aXXov  ovfiei^oy,  in  spite  of  the  confusion  of 

genders  in  1.  61.  Cf.  also  Plut.  T/ies,  20  T€K€7v  €K  Srjaecos  ^Apidbvrju  OlvoTricova. 

61.  avTov  :  1.  avTTjv, 

63.  yevvaioTOTos  tcov  Ka6  avrov  in  Schol.  A  quoted  in  1,  5^) 

66.  K€vroir) :  or  k€vtol  r},  Herodotus  avoids  optatives  in  -ir]  and  does  not  contract  -eoi 
after  a  consonant,  so  that  Acusilaus’  usage  was  in  any  case  not  parallel  to  his.  <t>opoir) 
occurs  in  Homer  t  320,  tAovtoItj  in  Tyrtaeus,  a-vppaprvpolrj  in  Solon,  doKolij  in  Heraclitus, 
while  Hippocrates  prefers  ‘■on]  to  -foi.  On  the  other  hand  Theognis  has  (ftikoi,  and  '  even  in 
prose  there  is  ample  support  for  oi  after  consonants  as  well  as  after  vowels  (Smyth,  op,  cit^ 

p.  531 ;  cf.  §  651).  1  r  !_• 

6^7— 8.  paXoTTa  -^pripaTcov  *,  the  lexicons  do  not  afford  any  parallels  for  this  expression. 

73— 4.  For  the  suggested  restoration  of  these  lines  cf.  the  scholiasts  quoted  in  1.  56,  n. 
75.  The  letter  following  rye  can  be  v,  crt  b  ov  kqi  €  .  [  is  inadmissible,  «  being  the  only 
alternative  to  *7.  No  word  meaning  ‘worshipped’  seems  suitable,  and  ^eoijcri  S  ktX.  is 
apparently  to  be  connected  with  what  follows  rather  than  with  the  preceding  sentence,  so 
that  a  word  meaning  ‘pleasing  ’  would  be  appropriate  {r]€v  [jjSv?).  ^  ^  .  1 

80.  op€iQv  is  evidently  a  mistake  for  opdicv,  as  remarked  by  Allen ;  cf.  opOa  jrobi  in  the 
Pindar  fragment  and  dpBov  in  Agatharchides,  both  quoted  in  1.  ^6,  n.  The  Ionic  form  of 
opeiov  would  be  ovpeiovj  and  that  word  is  quite  inappropriate  here. 

84.  Tt  is  for  TO, 

85—6.  A  predicate  for  bwarai  would  be  expected  in  place  of  bia  tovtov,  e.  g.  tovto 


or  Laov,  .  , 

Qf  Euripides’  ’AXk/xscoi^  0  bia  KopivOov  only  three  fragments  are  known  with 

certainty  (Frs.  74,  75,  77  Nauck),  but  the  argument  of  it  is  described  by  Apollodorus  iii.  7.  7, 
who  calls  the  children  in  question  (Amphilochus  and  Tisiphone)  irmbas  bCo,  not  twins  as  m 
1.  92.  Their  mother  (the  napBkvos  of  1.  93)  was  Manto,  daughter  of  Tiresias,  and  the  6^os 
of  1.  89  is  evidently  Apollo  ;  cf.  Apollod.  iii.  7.  4  mpiTOvaiv  ’AttoXXoji/i  /cm  r^v  Teipeaiov  6vyaT€pa 
Mai/ro),  and  Ep,  6.  3,  where  in  a  different  legend  Mopsus  is  called  the  son  of  Apollo  and 


Manto. 
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97.  The  verb  in  the  apodosis  may  well  have  been  brjXovTai,  as  Rostowzew  suggests, 
loi-ii.  The  restoration  of  11.  102-3  no\f/zcoi^  .  .  .  aKpoTro^keas  is  due  to  Stuart  Jones  ; 
cf.  int.  and  MarcellinUS,  Vl’/a  Thuc,  §§  16—17  yap^'OkopQS  io-nv  ^  brjkoL  rj  eVl  roD  rdcjiav 

avTov  K€Lp€vi]j  €v6a  Kc^dpciKTac  OovKvdibrjs  *0\6pov  ‘Akipovatos  (in  §  55  inscription  is  quoted 
on  the  authority  of  Antyllus).  npos  yap  rais  MeXmo-t  Trvkais  Kakovphais  i<rTtv  iv  KoiXp  rd  KoXovpeva 
Kipdopia  pp^para^  €p6a  beiKPvrai  ^Hpoborov  Ka\  QovKvbLbov  ra^of.  evpia-Kerm  (bj)  brjkop  oti  tov 
MtXrtoSou  yipovs  wp*  ^€pos  yap  ovbc'is  €K€i  OanreTai,  Ka\  Tlakepap  be  ep  rS  JJepi  aKpoTroXecoi  tovtqis' 
papTvpeij  epBa  Ka\  TipoSeop  viov  avrio  yeyei^aOai  7Tpo<TL(TTOpeX^  and  §  28  eyevopTO  OovKvbi'bai  ttoXXoI, 
ovTos  T€  6  ^OXapav  naXs  Kal  bevrepos  brjpaycoyos^  MeXr^aloVf  bs  Ka\  UepiKXeX  bieTToXiTeixTaTo*  rpiros  be 
yepei  ^apadXioSf  ov  peppijrai  Tlokepcop  ep  toXs  Uepl  aKpoTToXecas,  (pdaKoap  avrop  eipat  narpos  Mepcupos. 

There  were  four  books  of  the  Ilfpl  aKpon,  according  to  Strabo  ix.  p.  396.  The  letter 
following  br)  in  1.  102  is  very  uncertain,  only  a  spot  of  ink  at  j;he  bottom  of  the  line  being 
preserved,  which  indicates  an  angular  letter  (a  or  X)  or  else  one  beginning  with  a  vertical 
stroke  (e.  g.  /a,  p,  or  tt)  rather  than  a  round  letter  such  as  <t,  duaypa(j)[  in  1. 105  is  the  only 
alternative  for  (p)  suggests  an  inscription  about  Thucydides  son  of  Melesias  and  father  of 
Stephanus,  parallel  to  that  apparently  mentioned  by  Polemon  in  the  same  work  with 
reference  to  the  historian;  and  in  fact  Athen.  vi.  234  d  states  that  Polemon  ypdyj/as  irepl 

Ttapadlraip  (Prjcr'ip  ouro)?*  ,,,  ip  Kvpoddpyei  pep  ovp  ep  rS  *HpaKXei(p  <rTr)Xr)  tl?  eaTiPy  ep  r;  yp^cpia-pa  pep 
^AXKi^idbovy  ypapparevs  be  ^reepapo^  OovKvblbov  ,  ,  .  This  Stele  may  well  be  identified  with  or 
connected  with  the  dpaypaepr]  here,  especially  since  the  paternity  of  Stephanus  seems  to  the 
point  with  which  our  author  is  most  concerned  (cf.  11. 1 1 2  sqq.) ;  but  the  Athenaeus  quotation 
is  generally  assigned  to  Polemon’s  nepl  dpopdrcup  dbd^cop  ema-ToX^  (Athen.  ix.  409  d),  and 
Polemon  was  there  clearly  concerned  with  the  meaning  of  Trapda-iros,  not  with  Thucydides, 
so  that  in  any  case  our  author's  reference  to  Polemon  llepi  aKpoTroXecos  was  not  to  the 
passage  quoted  by  Athenaeus.  For  Ko[aXepov  in  1.  107  (suggested  by  Allen)  cf.  Plut. 
Cwi07l  4  Kipcop  8c  .  .  .  Kat  tw  ndirTC^  Kipojpi  TTpodeoiKOis  rr^p  (pvaip^  bp  bi  evrjBetdu  (^act  KoaXepop 
TrpooayopevOripat^  and  Aeschines  Socraticus  quoted  by  Athen.  v.  220  b  ^InnopiKop  pep  top  KaXXiov 
KodXepop  npoaayopeveL.  The  o  is  nearly  certain,  but  it  is  necessary  to  suppose  the  omission  of 
KaXov  owing  to  homoioteleuton.  Upon  the  restoration  of  the  end  of  1.  108  depends  the 
sense  of  the  whole  passage.  Starting  from  the  fact  that  Polemon  according  to  Marcellinus 
mentioned  both  Thucydides  the  historian  and  Thuc.  the  Pharsalian  (a  proxenus  of  the 
Athenians  in  41 1  b,  c.  ;  cf.  Thuc.  viii.  92)  in  the  llcpi  aKpon,,  we  think  that  (paai  in  1.  no 
includes  Polemon  (1.  102),  and  therefore  in  11.  101-2  the  name  of  another  author  is  to  be 
supplied,  to  which  8?? .  [  in  1.  102  may  belong,  [ouroi  in  1.  108  referring  to  both  names.  For 
Tpi]Top  in  1.  no  cf.  Marcellinus  §  28  quoted  above.  The  general  sense  of  11.  loi-n  seems 
to  be  that  Polemon  ricpi  aKpon.  and  another  author  referred  to  not  one  Thucydides  only 
(Jpa  or  epiKws  may  have  followed  ovx  in  1.  loi)  on  the  evidence  of  an  inscription  Q  81’],  or  c^], 
dpaypa(p[cbp  in  11.  104-5),  but  to  three  in  all.  A  mention  of  Thucydides  by  name  is  expected 
before  1.  106,  and  eoyKu8i]|87]i/  can  well  be  restored  in  11.  10 1-2  (in  which  case  there  is  room 
for  only  a  very  short  name  after  it  before  /cm,  and  top  in  1.  106  is  probably  au]|Toz/),  or 
©ovku8i8>^i/]  I  TOP  can  be  read  in  11.  105-6 ;  but  a  restoration  of  the  whole  passage  is  scarcely 
possible.  The  hypothesis  that  ovx  qualifies  the  whole  sentence  and  the  point  is  that  Polemon 
did  not  mention  (bi]X[ot  could  be  read  in  1.  102)  the  son  of  Melesias,  but  only  the  other  two 
persons  called  Thucydides,  is  unsatisfactory,  for  though  Marcellinus  does  not  refer  to 
Polemon  in  connexion  with  the  son  of  INIelesias,  Polemon  of  course  knew  about  the 
politician,  and  apaypa(p[  does  not  at  all  suggest  that  ovx  is  to  be  connected  with  a  verb 
meaning  ‘mentioned’.  A  different  sense  would  be  obtained  by  restoring  [aXXoi  in  1.  108  as 
the  subject  of  (paai,  contrasted  with  UoXepcop  in  1.  102,  who  would  then  stand  by  himself. 
To  get  rid  of  the  supposed  author  coupled  with  Polemon  is  an  advantage,  but  with  TpL]rop  in 
1.  no  the  passage  would  then  produce  a  marked  conflict  with  Marcellinus'  statements  that 
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Polemon  referred  to  the  historian  and  the  Pharsalian  in  the  Ilfpi  aKpon,  This  difficulty  could 
be  somewhat  lessened  by  restoring  rov]|Toi/ instead  of  rpt]|roi/ in  I.  no,  and  supposino-  the 
general  sense  to  be  that  Polemon  identified  a  certain  Thucydides  with  the  son  of  Melesias 
while  others  maintained  that  he  was  the  Pharsalian.  But  the  reference  to  the  son  of  Olorus 
then  becomes  rather  pointless,  especially  in  view  of  the  circumstance  that  Polemon  is  known 
from  Marcellinus  to  have  produced  evidence  for  the  ancestry  of  the  historian. 

94  c  ivdvpridqri  on  QovKvdidrjs  kt\.  One  MS.  (F)  has  o  0OVK.,  which  is 
possible  here,  and  before  tovtovs  in  1.  118  the  MSS.  insert  KaL  A  similar  passage  occurs  in  the 
Pseudo-Platonic  mp\  ^p^r^js  378  a,  where  it  is  stated  with  regard  to  Melesias  and  Stephanus 
Tov  y  erepoif  /leypt  yT)pccs  /3io0t'ra,  top  5  erepop  TToppo)  Trdpv.  Melesias  is  a  character  in  the 
Laches,  but  nothing  more  is  known  about  Stephanus,  e.xcept  the  inscription  discussed  in 
the  preceding  n.  For  the  obelus  against  I.  ii6  cf.  1.  56,  n. 

119-20.  Eptim[!Tos  o  7ro«]7T)js ;  the  title  is  added  to  distinguish  him  from  the  philosopher, 
6  KaXXj/za'xfior.  The  poet  was  older  than  Eupolis  and  Aristophanes  according  to  Suidas! 
The  titles  of  nine  of  his  comedies  are  known,  but  not  the  lapeius. 

1 2 1.  0^^]aX7  :  the  Omphale  was  a  satyric  drama,  of  which  sixteen  fragments  are 

known.  Another  quotation  from  it  perhaps  occurred  in  11.  277  sqq. 

1 23.  {v<p)  V.paK\(ovs  should  perhaps  be  read,  Heracles  being  then  the  speaker  of  the  two 
lines ;  cf.  1.  89  \eyopevov  vno  ^eou.  As  the  text  stands,  the  subject  of  f|«Xav[i/oV<v  may  be 
the  satyrs,  not  Heracles.^  With  ^optios  [i7r]7ros  (so  Allen)  cf.  Homer  Y  221  sqq.  tov  Tpia-xiKiai 
tniToi  .  .  .  Taa>v  Kai  Bope'^j  rjpaa-a-aro  fiofrKopcvaav.  Perhaps  Bopeios  should  be  Written. 

124-5.  opo)!/ .  .  .  neXoTTor;  cf.  Fr.  24  (Nauck)  of  the  Omphale  ra!  2ap8iavbv  k6<tpov  dblpai 
xpoos  apetvov  fj  t6p  UlXonos  iv  Ai<T(p  rpoirov.  The  Scene  of  the  Omphale  was  laid  in  Lydia 
(cf  Frs.  22,  23,  27).  Possibly  Heracles  had  been  sent  by  Omphale  to  fetch  one  of  the 
horses  sprung  from  Boreas  which  belonged  to  Pelops ;  cf.  the  legend  of  the  capture  of 
the  horses  of  Diomedes,  which  Heracles  gave  to  Eurystheus  (Apollod.  ii.  8V  But  the 
plot  of  the  Omphale  is  very  obscure. 

127.  ati-erm,  which  would  mean  ‘is  winnowed’,  is  obviously  an  error  for  a«Tat:  cf  e.g. 
Homer  K  251  pa\d  yap  pv^  dperai, 

128.  [StaX]eXv«  S  :  on  the  analogy  of  the  preceding  lines  two  letters  before  X>Xv«ce  would 
be  preferable,  but  probably  the  column  sloped  away  a  little  to  the  left,  though  0  in  1.  129 
can  be  omitted,  [xat  X]eXv<te  S  is  also  possible,  the  simple  verb  as  well  as  8taXv«i-  beino-  used 
for  solving  difficulties.  Cf  for  (cm  ...  81 11.  174-5,  n. 

128-9.  Mrajo-ear  o?]  naropjeuf;^  cf  int.  and  Susemihl  i.  679.  leU  agrees  with  the 
schcnia  on  Hesiod,  Pindar,  and  Lucian  in  giving  Patara  (in  Lycia)  as  his  birthplace,  while 
the  MSS.  of  Athenaeus  and  Photius  call  him  6  Uarpevs,  i.  e.  from  Patrae  in  Achaea,  but  in 
the  light  of  1611  are  to  be  emended  to  6  Xlarapevs,  With  regard  to  the  title  of  his  work  on 
oracles  Schol.  Pindar,  OL  ii.  70  calls  it  llepl  while  Schol.  Hesiod,  Theog,  117  calls 

It  J7  roiv  (rvpayay^.  1611  seems  to  agree  with  the  former,  but  rri[i  |  rcop 

xpwpo^li'  (rvpay(oyr}L  is  a  possible  reading. 

/35~43*  The  coronis  after  1.  138  probably  indicates  a  following  quotation  (cf.  1.  115 
and  int.  p.  129),  to  which  ^apo-et  in  1.  141  may  well  belong.  Allen  suggests  nei/^6[o-tX€ta 
.  .  .  .  in  1.  139  and  Oapnei  n[ei/06(rtXfta  in  1.  141,  i.  e.  a  quotation  from  the  Aeihiopis  of 
Arctmus,  which  is  perhaps  cited  in  11.  145-50;  cf.  11.  148-9,  n.  But  of  (probably  6s)  €p[  in 
1.  142  does  not  suit  this  hypothesis,  and  the  colour  of  Frs.  3  and  4  is  different,  so  that 
a  connexion  between  them  is  unlikely.  Lines  136-8  might  also  be  hexameters,  as  Allen 
remarks,  e.  g.  op  nar^epa  KX;jio-acr(ajj  o  ^a[.  .  . 

146.  e)q/oi{os:  this  Spelling  of  cKyovos  occurs  in  Attic  inscriptions  down  to  300  b.  c.  and 
in  Ptolemaic  inscriptions  and  papyri  (cf.  Mayser,  Gramm,  d.  griech.  Pap,  p.  228);  but  is 
not  legitimate  in  hexameters. 
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148-9.  Ap\kti?]vos:  [Ax ?atoy  can  equally  well  be  read,  or  possibly  [.  .^Xtos.  Achaeus 
wrote  tragedies  entitled  ^'ASpaoro?,  ’Afavcs,  ^A^Xa,  ^AX(^€o-i/3ota,  Grjo-cis,  KvKvoSy  MoTpai,  Mwpo?, 
olBiTTovs,  U€ipiBovs,  ^iXoKTrjTTjs,  and  oue  of  which  may  have  described  the  death  of  the 

woman  in  question  ;  but  if  the  author  mentioned  in  1.  149  also  wrote  the  hexameter  verse 
quoted  in  1.  146  (which  is  probable,  but  not  clear),  he  is  not  likely  to  have  been  Achaeus.  With 
ApjKri]i/os  (Allen)  the  quotation  would  come  from  the  Aethiopis^  the  woman  being  Penthesilea 
and  the  speaker  presumably  Achilles  ;  cf.  11.  135-43,  n.  €KTtB€T[ai  may,  however,  end  1.  148. 

150-2.  It  is  not  possible  to  restore  2ipa)Pi]dr]S  .  .  .  t[ci)]  I  [Trajial’i^coi/. 

154.  Not  more  than  one  line,  if  any,  is  lost  before  the  top  of  the  column,  twenty-four 
lines  being  accounted  for,  if  Fr.  43,  which  is  referred  to  the  middles  of  11.  160-2  a,  is  rightly 
placed,  as  is  practically  certain.  That  Fr.  5  belongs  to  the  upper  part  of  the  column  of  which 
Fr.  6.  i  is  the  bottom  is  indicated  by  the  colour  of  the  verso  besides  the  suitability  of  the 
resulting  restoration. 

158-9.  Ka]\Bo[7T€p  (j)rjatv  EpaTocrB€\pr}s  (Allen)  can  be  restored;  cf.  11.  162-5,  n.  and  int. 

160.  $[pv]i’[ixos :  cf.  1.  171*  \  rats  i[pv]i/[txov  (odais  |  a(j>rjyo^v^p€v[Qv  IS  Unlikely  On  account 

of  the  verb  in  1.  165  (7rapo[7roui  ?). 

1 6 1.  Perhaps  a(fiTjyo\y]p,€p[os  0VT<0S, 

162—5.  Cf.  Ar.  Clouds  967  5  *IIaXXa§a  TrepcreTToXiv  buvav^  rj  ^  TrjkiTTOpov  Ti  ^6apa  \  where 
Schol.  RV  have  apx»?  ao-paroy  ^pvvi)(OVj  o)ff  'EpaToaBevrjs  <j)T}alv  {(pr).  ©y  ’Ep,  ^pvv.  V),  ^pvpixos 
(§€  Vj  om.  R)  a^ToO  TovTov  Tov  aapOTOS  ppr]pop€v€i  ©s  AapTTpoKXeovff  optos  IlaXXdSa  Tre pa eTrroXiP 
KXr)i^<i)  TToX^padoKov  aypav  jraida  Aids  peydXou,  and  Schol.  Aid,  haS  .  .  .  AapnpoKXeovs  cipai  (pacrip 
*A6rjvaL0Vj  tov  Midcopos  viov,  fie  ovr©ff*  UaXXdfia  TrepaenoXip  ktX.,  aS  in  Schol.  RV,  but  adding 
dapdcriTrTTOP  after  peyaXov.  aXX(£>s»  ovrois  'EparocrBlprjs*  ^pypi^os  avTov  tovtov  tov  aapoTos  plpprjraL  ©y 
AapTrpoKXcovs  optos  tov  Mifi©i>oy  viov  ^  paBT]Tov’  ovr©y*  ITaXXdfia  TrcpaenoXip  Beip^p  Bfop 

iypcKv^oipop  TTOTiKXrji^a)  TToXepadoKov  dypap  Traifia  Alos  pcynXov  hapdaimrop^  Koi  kotci  AapjrpoKXea 

vnoTiBrjari  Kara  Xe^ip.  Schol.  Aristid.  2x7  Dindorf  (in  reference  to  the  Aristophanes  line)  has 
etfioy  TovTO  acrpoTos  koi  dpxv*  TrofqT^p  avrov  ‘Fovcpos  xat  Aiovvcrios  (time  of  Hadrian)  icrTOpovcrtP 

Ip  tt^l  MovaiK^L  (sc.  laTopLai)  ^pvpixdp  TipOy  dT^Xoi  fic  (paai  AaprrpoKXla  rj  '^T-qaixopop.  to  fie  *  dcivijp  * 
dpTi  TOV  KXrjcrci)  KeiTUi  napa  r©t  K©pfK©t*  to  yap  dapa  ovrcos  e^ei  ^  UaXXdfia  TrfpcrcTroXip  kXi^ct©  TToXe- 
padoKOP  dypap  Tratfia  Aios  pcydXov  bapdaiTTTrop  (Jbappr]7rXop  or  SapvqTrcoXop  MSS.)  aiaTOv  (corrupt) 
napBipop.  These  passages  are  discussed  by  Wilamowitz,  Textgesch,  d.  griech,  Lyr,  84-5. 
There  were  evidently  at  least  two  versions  of  the  hymn.  1611  agrees  with  the  version  in 
the  first  note  in  Schol.  Aid.,  which  is  really  the  same  as  that  of  Schol.  RV  and  Schol. 
Aristid.,  the  former  scholium  merely  omitting  bapdaimrop  and  the  latter  having  KXrprat  for 
KXf)i^<o  and  adding  two  words  at  the  end.  This,  the  shorter  of  the  two  versions,  was  that 
of  Phrynichus,  as  is  clear  from  1611,  and  was  rightly  stated  by  Schol.  RV  and  Schol. 
Aristid.,  whereas  the  first  note  in  Schol.  Aid.  wrongly  assigned  it  to  Lamprocles.  The 
longer  version,  i.  e.  that  of  Lamprocles,  with  which  Aristophanes’  citation,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
agrees,  was  given  in  the  second  note  in  Schol.  Aid.,  where  the  authorship  is  not  clearly 
indicated.  None  of  the  scholfe  makes  it  clear  which  Phrynichus  is  meant.  The  lyric  and 
tragic  poet  was  formerly  supposed  to  be  indicated,  but  now  the  Phrynichus  in  question 
whether  understood  or  not  by  the  scholiasts  (cf.  Wilamowitz,  /.  c,),  is  generally  considered  to 
be  the  comic  poet.  1611  also  makes  no  clear  sign  on  this  point,  but  the  way  in  which 
Phrynichus  and  Aristophanes  are  coupled  (Trapanoui  is  apparently  used  with  regard  to  both ; 
cf.  the  next  n.)  favours  the  identification  with  the  comic  poet.  The  brief  statements  in 
Schol.  RV  may  be  derived  from  our  author’s  fuller  discussion,  if  he  was  reproducing  Erato¬ 
sthenes  or,  as  is  possible  but  not  likely  (cf.  int.),  was  Eratosthenes  himself.  The  other 
scholia  do  not  seem  to  be  specially  connected  with  1611. 

165.  7rapQ[rrot€t :  cf.  1.  1 75  Traparrjota.  The  word  can  mean  either  Mmitate’  or 
‘  introduce  ’. 
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168.  Xa/iatXeo)!/ :  cf.  p.  129.  His  work  llepi  Ktoficodias  is  cited  by  Athen.  ix.  374  a. 

1 71.  The  omission  of  the  superfluous  t  is  indicated  by  both  a  dot  above  it  (cf.  e.g.  1624) 
and  a  stroke  through  it. 

172-3.  fxo[6rf(TT})  I  fia  may  be  at  the  end  of  the  line,  but  fia\[0r)TT)i]  does  not 

fill  the  lacuna  and  is  unintelligible.  The  suggested  restoration  is  very  doubtful,  but  brings 
the  passage  into  connexion  with  Schol.  Aid.  on  Ar.  Clouds  967  (quoted  in  11.  162-5, 
'Slibcavos  vlov  7  fiaOrjTovy  and  there  is  no  objection  to  if  the  last  two  letters  were  written 

small,  as  often  happens  at  the  end  of  a  line.  Schol.  Plat.  A  lad.  i.  387  makes  Lamprocles 
the  pupil  of  Agathocles  and  teacher  of  Damon.  fia[  can  hardly  be  an  adjective  of  place, 
for  Lamprocles  was  an  Athenian. 

174-5.  For  Kai  .  .  .  cf.  11.  128,  n.,  150-1,  228-9. 

183.  Xa^[:  or  Xg^[. 

195.  TTvp  :  cf.  1.  306.  But  Fr.  7  does  not  belong  to  the  same  column  as  Frs.  21-2. 

202.  yvrj\  is  perhaps  yvri\crLos  in  some  form.  yiyvr}\\TaL  cannot  be  read,  p  or  v  being  the 
only  alternatives  for  r. 

212-14.  EX\avi]<os  8  €v  [raes  eBpccp}]  KTL(T€aL:  the  restoration  is  due  to  Allen.  The 
works  variously  entitled  fdvwvy  ^EBvcav  ovopaaiaty  KrtVety,  KnVet?  iBvuiv  Kol  noXecov  (Hellan. 
Fr.  109  from  Steph.  Byz. ;  1611  seems  to  have  had  IBpoiv  or  ttoX^wv  alone),  and  perhaps  Ufp\  Xlov  . 
KTi<T€<a9y  are  all  considered  to  be  identical  by  Gudemanin  Pauly- Wissowa,  Realenc.  viii.  136-7. 

2 1 6.  K  for  k(oi)  occurs  as  early  as  the  end  of  the  first  century  in  the  'AOrjpaiov  UoXirda 
papyrus. 

218-28.  Cf.  int.  p.  129. 

222-3.  a[7roKop((7a|p ?]ei/oi  be:  the  vestige  of  the  letter  following  kop  is  too  slight 

to  be  a  real  clue,  but  suggests  a  or  X  more  than  a  letter  beginning  with  a  vertical  stroke, 
or  round.  pi6{€)iKap  =  p^BriKap  is  much  more  likely  than  peO  ikqp  .  [  (i.  e.  some  part  of  txai'oy), 
for  there  is  hardly  room  for  a  substantive  in  1.  222  as  well  as  the  beginning  of  a  participle. 

In  Dittenberger,  Or.  Gr.  Riser.  55.  6,  d(/)€tKei/  is  apparently  a  mere  variation  of  spelling  for 
d(j)rjK€Py  which  occurs  in  1.  13,  not  a  perfect,  as  regarded  by  Mayser,  op.  cii.  p.  331. 

223.  The  correction  is  by  the  first  hand  ;  cf.  p.  130.  The  reading  of  the  letter  after  top 
is  very  doubtful,  but  a  or  X  suits  better  than  any  other  letter. 

224.  n[apov  :  cf.  1.  226.  But  >7,  k,  p,  i/  or  y  .  [  or  i .  [  can  be  read  in  place  of  tt. 

228-9.  i74~5j 

231.  If  the  paragraphus  is  rightly  placed  (cf.  however  11.  90-1,  where  it  is  not),  api<TTa[ 
is  not  to  be  connected  with  11.  232  sqq.,  so  that  AptaTa[pxo9  is  not  very  likely.  Api(TTo'(pavrjs 
cannot  be  read. 

245.  e(TX(iro<[:  the  second  letter  might  be  y  or  «,  the  third  a  or  X,  the  last  v. 

247.  o  be  Acr(7r?[ :  no  personal  name  beginning  thus  is  known,  but  there  might  be 

a  reference  to  the  places  ^'Aa-arjpa  or  ^Aao-rja-Ss  or  adjectives  derived  from  them.  Neither 

A(7(7t?  [  nor  Ao-o-to[r  is  admissible  3  Ao■o■t^[apo?  (a  river  in  Sicily  so  spelled  in  Thuc.  vii.  84) 
is  possible,  but  seems  too  long,  even  with  ejt  arparcvoi  in  1.  248,  while  A(Taip[apo]p  [o-jrpa- 

T€voLy  which  is  possible  as  a  reading,  gives  no  construction.  The  division  as  o’?;[  (or  o-ti[) 

does  not  suggest  any  suitable  w’ord. 

268.  Perhaps  StpjcoyiSou. 

270.  ]yva8o[;  the  third  letter  could  be  read  as  X.  The  division  7ra?]vv  a6([  is  more 
probable  than  ]i/  vaSc[. 

278.  Possibly  Op(})a]XT]p :  cf.  1.  121,  n. 

280.  [eeo6€«]r[T;]ff :  the  tip  of  a  vertical  stroke  below  the  line  suits  t,  and  is  inconsistent 
with  the  terminations  of  Kap^tVoy,  Evpimbrjs,  or  TLprjaiBeosj  who  are  the  only  other  tragic  poets 
known  to  have  written  an  Oresies.  Of  Theodectes'  play  with  that  title  only  one  line 
is  extant. 
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281.  6  above  the  line  is  cursively  written ;  cf.  p.  130. 

283.  fi[. :  va  is  possible  in  place  of  id,  and  a  or  A  instead  of  5  after  ^os. 

A]t6[v]^off  can  be  restored,  but  this  line  may  belong  to  the  quotation  from  the  Orestes ; 
cf.  int.  p.  129. 

301.  Aucrt7r[7ros  :  cf.  I.  34. 

303.  ]'Tp[:  Frs.  21  and  22  join  here,  the  tail  of  the  p  being  on  Fr.  22. 

306.  nvp :  cf.  1.  195,  n. 

327-31.  Cf.  11.  23-7,  n. 

339,  After  TT?  is  an  erasure  with  perhaps  one  or  two  letters  above  it. 

341.  \ip[  is  more  likely  to  be  connected  with  \eipiop  than  with  Xtpdy.  It  does  not  seem 
possible  to  read  aip[, 

359.  ]uia(pv[  :  possibly  Ep]pa(/>p[o5iT. 

369-70.  Allen  suggests  /3a(r<X]eajj  4>[iXo:raTopos']  (or  ^[iKad€X(j)ov)  IlroX€p[aiov :  but  if  SO 
the  order  of  the  words  is  unusual. 

392-5.  Fr.  43  has  been  assigned  to  11.  160-2  a. 

442.  There  is  no  other  instance  in  1611  of  a  stop  in  the  middle  position,  and  it  is 
very  doubtful  whether  Fr.  64  belongs  to  this  papyrus. 


1612.  Oration  on  the  Cult  of  Caesar. 

28-2  X  12  cm.  Third  century. 

This  papyrus,  which  was  found  with  1606-8,  &c.,  and  concludes  the 
publication  of  the  first  of  the  three  large  finds  of  literary  papyri  in  1905-6 
(cf.  1606.  int.),  belongs  to  a  speech  of  a  novel  character,  the  subject  of  it  being 
the  cult  of  a  Roman  Emperor,  who  is  called  simply  ‘Caesar’.  One  column 
of  forty  lines  is  fairly  well  preserved,  and  there  are  beginnings  of  lines  of  a  second 
column,  besides  a  small  detached  scrap,  which  does  not  seem  to  belong  to  Col.  i. 
The  handwriting  is  a  not  very  elegant  specimen  of  the  sloping  oval  third-century 
type.  The  beginnings  of  the  lines,  which  contain  1 5-20  letters,  slope  away 
to  the  left  in  a  marked  degree,  and  the  ends  are  decidedly  uneven.  Paragraph! 
and  frequent  high  stops  occur,  t  adscript  is  written  in  1.  27,  but  in  1.  ii  its 
insertion  is  doubtful.  A  correction  in  1.  12  is  in  a  different  hand,  which  used 
lighter  ink,  but  seems  to  be  not  appreciably  later  than  the  first.  In  11.  22-5 
apparent  corruptions  have  not  been  altered. 

The  main  purport  of  the  oration,  so  far  as  it  can  be  ascertained,  was  the 
opposition  of  the  speaker  to  the  cult  of  Caesar  as  practised  in  his  own  city 
(1.  26  hOdbe),  or  rather  to  certain  extensions  of  it  or  novelties  (cf.  1.  1,  n.) 
proposed  by  his  adversaries.  To  Caesar- worship  in  general  he  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  opposed,  for  in  11.  22  sqq.  he  expressly  deprecates  do-e/Seia  towards 
Caesar,  and  disclaims  any  wish  to  deprive  him  of  the  ‘  glory  of  immortality  ’.  In 
addressing  his  audience  he  habitually  used  the  second  person  plural  (11.  30  sqq.). 
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while  his  opponents  are  also  spoken  of  in  the  plural  (1.  ii  </)a(rt) ;  but  in  1.  10 
[p]ov\oLTo  a  single  adversary  seems  to  be  indicated,  and  in  1.  i  the  second  person 
singular  is  apparently  used,  with  reference  to  an  opponent  more  probably  than 
to  himself  in  an  objection  placed  in  the  mouth  of  an  adversary.  The  fiist  six 
lines  are  too  incomplete  to  be  restored  :  a  new  sentence  began  in  1.  7,  is  shown 
by  the  paragraphus.  The  speaker  refers  to  the  rites  performed  in  honoui  of 
Caesar,  and  strongly  asserts  his  satisfaction  that  these  were  not  invented  by  his 
fellow  countrymen  but  at  Nicaea  by  an  individual  whom  he  declines 

to  describe  (11.  9-17).  His  argument  is  that  this  cult  ought  to  be  left  to  the 
Nicaeans,  and  that  the  observance  of  it  at  his  own  city  would  be  as  impious  to 
Caesar  as  the  celebration  of  the  Eleusinian  mysteries  at  any  other  city  than 
Athens  would  be  to  Demeter  (11.  17-29;  this  interpretation  rests  on  two  rather 
violent  alterations  in  the  text,  which  are,  we  think,  absolutely  necessitated 
by  the  context ;  cf.  1.  22,  n.).  Evidently  conscious  that  he  was  treading  on 
dangerous  ground,  the  orator  then  declares  his  intention  of  proving  that  his 
own  views  were  not  really  derogatory  to  the  immortality  of  Caesar  (11.  30-5) ; 
but  the  text  becomes  fragmentary  at  this  point,  a  contrast  being  apparently 
drawn  in  11.  35-40  between  the  previous  and  the  existing  cults  at  the  city 
in  question.  From  Col.  ii  nothing  of  importance  can  be  gleaned. 

The  boldness  of  the  speaker  in  dealing  with  so  delicate  a  topic  as  Caesar- 
worship  is  striking,  and  one  would  gladly  have  learnt  more  of  his  views  on  this 
interesting  subject.  As  the  fragment  stands,  it  is  difficult,  perhaps  impossible, 
to  reconstruct  the  background  of  the  situation  with  any  approach  to  certainty. 
The  first  questions  to  arise  are  (i)  what  place  was  meant  by  €v6ab€  in  1.  26,  and 
(2)  which,  if  any  particular  emperor  was  meant  by  ‘Caesar  ?  The  refeience 
to  Nicaea  as  the  starting-place  of  the  cult  to  which  the  speaker  objected  suggests 
a  connexion  with  the  well-known  description  of  the  origin  of  Caesar-worship  in 
Dio  Cassius  li.  20  Kalaap  6e  iv  rovro)  (sc,  29  B.  C.)  ra  re  aXXa  €)(^pr)ixaTLC^  Kai  T€fj.€V7] 
Tp  re  Kol  rw  TiarpX  rw  KatVapt  rjpcDa  avTov  ^lovXiov  ovop^acras  tv  re  Ec^etro)  Kai  tv 

NtKata  ytvi(rOaL  icprjKtv.  avrai  yap  rore  at  iroXtis  tv  rt  rp  Acrta  Kai  tv  rp  BtOvvia 
TTpotTtnprjvTo,  Kai  tovtovs  ptv  rot9  Tcojutatot?  rots  Trap’  avrots  tTroiKovai  Ttpav  TTpoatra^t 
rots  bt  br}  ^tvois  ('E\\i]vas  (r(j>as  tTriKaXiaas)  tavr^  rtm,  rots  ptv  ’Aatai^ots  tv  Eepya/xw, 
rots  6e  Bt^ows  h  NiKopr^btCa  TtptviaaL  tTrirptyj/t.  kol  tovt  tKtWtv  ap^dptvov  Kai  irr' 
aWwv  avTOKpardpMV  ov  pdvov  tv  rots  'EA\7]i^tKots  e^i^ecrti^,  aXXa  Kai  tv  rots  aAAots  baa 
rcov  ^Po)pai(i)v  aKovti  eyeVero.  DIo’s  statement  that  the  temples  at  Peigamum  and 
Nicomedia  were  dedicated  to  Augustus  alone  requires  modification,  since  it 
conflicts  with  the  statements  of  Tacitus,  Ann,  iv.  37 j  that  the  temple  at  Pergamum 
was  dedicated  to  Augustus  and  Rome,  and  of  Suetonius,  Aug,  52-,  that  Rome  was 
regularly  associated  with  Augustus  in  the  provincial  cults ;  cf.  Kornemann, 
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Klio,  i.  98.  The  correspondence  between  the  papyrus  and  Dio  would  be  made 
most  exact  by  ^supposing  the  speaker  in  1612  to  be  a  Roman  (which  is  in  any 
case  probable),  and  ‘  Caesar’  to  be  Julius  throughout.  kvQahe^  with  which  Nicaea 
is  so  vehemently  contrasted,  might  well  be  Nicomedia ;  for  the  two  cities  were 
long  engaged  in  feud  on  the  question  of  the  headship  of  Bithynia,  and  the 
dispute  was  sufficiently  important  to  be  the  subject  of  an  oration  by  Dio  Chrysostom 
(no.  38),  recommending  his  compatriots  of  Nicomedia  to  come  to  terms  with 
Nicaea.  The  hypothesis  that  the  speaker  in  1612  was  a  Nicomedian  would 
also  accord  very  well  with  the  reference  in  11.  24-8  to  Demeter ;  for  that  goddess 
appears  on  the  coins  of  Nicomedia  (Wroth,  CaiaL  of  Greek  corns  of  Ponhis^  &c., 
pp.  181,  183,  186),  and  Arrian,  the  most  famous  citizen  of  Nicomedia  (cf.  Steph. 
Byz.  s.  vf  was  perpetual  priest  of  Demeter  and  Core  there  (Schwartz  in  Pauly- 
Wissowa,  Realenc.  ii.  1230).  With  this  interpretation  of  1612,  which  is  based 
upon  the  identification  of  ‘Caesar’  with  Julius  and  the  existence  of  a  close 
connexion  with  Dio,  the  oration  was  presumably  delivered  during  the  reign  of 
Augustus,  when  Caesar-worship  of  any  kind  was  still  a  novelty.  But  there 
are  sev^eral  other  possible  modes  of  interpretation.  The  references  to  ‘  Caesar  ’ 
in  1612  do  not  necessarily  indicate  that  he  was  dead  at  the  time  when  the 
oration  was  delivered  (though  cf.  1.  31,  n.),  and  if  he  was  alive,  ‘  Caesar’  must  be 
Augustus  or  one  of  his  successors,  not  Julius.  The  date  of  the  papyrus  practically 
excludes  the  possibility  of  a  later  emperor  than  Severus  Alexander  being  meant 
(Diocletian,  who  made  his  residence  at  Nicomedia,  is  quite  out  of  the  question) ; 
but,  especially  in  view  of  the  rather  compromising  character  of  the  contents  of 
1612,  it  would  be  more  satisfactory  to  diminish  the  interval  between  the  supposed 
date  of  composition  and  that  of  the  papyrus,  which  if  ‘Caesar*  is  Julius  or 
Augustus  seems  to  be  about  200  years.  Caracalla  and  Heliogabalus  both 
wintered  at  Nicomedia,  and  festivals  in  honour  of  Commodus  and  the  brothers 
Caracalla  and  Geta  are  mentioned  in  the  coins  of  Nicaea  (Wroth,  op.  cit.  pp.  162, 
166).  It  is  also  just  possible  that  in  11.  35-6  there  is  a  reference  to  ‘  Caesars’  in 
the  plural,  and  that  these  are  the  reigning  emperors.  Not  only  is  the  hypothesis 
that  the  scene  of  the  speech  was  Bithynia  quite  compatible  with  the  identification 
of  ‘  Caesar  ’  with  a  much  later  emperor  than  Augustus,  but  the  provenance  of  the 
papyrus  rather  suggests  Egypt  as  the  scene,  though  1612  is  hardly  parallel  to 
e.g.  471,  a  speech  before  an  emperor  directed  probably  against  a  praefect 
of  Egypt,  which  is  also  arranged  in  literary  form,  with  punctuation,  &c.  Against, 
however,  the  advantages  to  be  gained  by  making  ‘Caesar’  throughout  a  second 
or  even  third  century  emperor  has  to  be  set  the  consequent  impossibility  of 
connecting  the  reference  to  Nicaea  with  the  passage  quoted  from  Dio  Cassius. 
If  ‘the  Nicaean’  was  the  author  of  the  proposal  mentioned  by  Dio,  as  the 
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coincidence  with  regard  to  the  place-name  suggests,  Ka[to-]apt  in  1.  11  ought 
to  be  Julius,  and  there  is  no  indication  that  in  IL  9,  24,  and  32  a  different 
Caesar  is  meant.  Moreover  the  use  of  the  present  tense  earCv  in  1.  15  in 
place  of  'qvy  though  explicable  as  a  mere  piece  of  rhetoric,  rather  indicates 
that  the  Nicaean  in  question  was  still  alive,  and  if  so  he  cannot  have  been 
a  second  or  third  century  individual,  unless  the  circumstances  alluded  to  in 
11.  14-16  were  quite  different  from  those  described  by  Dio. 

A  third  line  of  interpretation  was  proposed  by  Sir  W.  M.  Ramsay,  who,  taking 
Caesar  as  ‘the  Emperor’  in  the  widest  sense,  i.e.  including  the  dead  as  well  as 
the  living,  suggests  that  1612  deals  with  the  degradation  of  true  Caesar-worship, 
as  expressing  Roman  patriotism,  by  superstitious  admixture,  as  e.g.  the  Nicaean 
cult  of  the  /SpoTOTTov^'  LTTTTos  illustrated  by  the  coins  of  that  city  (cf.  Drexler  in 
Roscher’s  Lex.  d.  griech,  it.  rom.  MythoL  ii.  2693-6),  and  regards  the  papyrus  as 
a  speech  made  in  opposition  to  some  such  proposed  degradation  in  the  second  or 
early  third  century.  The  horse  with  human  feet  figured  in  Nicaean  coins  of 
Antoninus  Pius  and  Gordian  is  generally  supposed  to  be  connected  with  the 
horse  possessing  huvianis  similes  pedes  in  the  equestrian  statue  of  Julius  Caesar 
before  the  temple  of  Venus  Genetrix  at  Rome  (Pliny,  Nat.  Hist.  viii.  155 ;  cf. 
Suetonius jJ'nlms  61)  ;  but  whether  the  rider  represented  on  the  coins,  who  seems 
to  be  the  god  Men,  was  also  identified  with  Julius  Caesar,  is  more  doubtful,  and 
there  are  no  indications  in  1612  that  the  superstitious  element  to  which  the  speaker 
objected  was  concerned  with  a  horse. 

On  the  whole  we  are  disposed  to  regard  ‘  Caesar’  throughout  1612  as  Julius, 
not  Augustus  or  a  later  emperor,  whether  dead  or  reigning  ;  but  the  mention  of 
‘the  Nicaean  ’  seems  more  likely  to  refer  to  some  unknown  innovation  connected 
with  the  worship  of  Julius,  than  to  either  the  establishment  of  that  worship  at 
Nicaea  as  recorded  by  Dio  or  the  cult  of  the  (SporoTTovs  itittoj.  In  view  of  the 
date  of  the  papyrus  the  speech  was  probably  composed  and  delivered  (or  supposed 
to  be  delivered)  not  earlier  than  the  second  century,  and  it  is  safer  to  make  the 
scene  of  it  Egypt  (i.e.  Alexandria)  than  Bithynia.  The  author  may  well  have 
been  a  sophist  of  the  age  of  Aristides  or  a  little  later,  objecting  to  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  some  new  kind  of  Oriental  cult  into  the  worship  of  Julius;  but  such 
a  speech  might  also  occur  in  a  historical  work  in  the  style  of  Dio  Cassius, 
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Kai  /x€Ta7r[ . 

oy  .  [ 
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_Xou[ 
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youl 
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[ . ]kk  .[..♦]  apyaia  €  ,  cr[.  .]€t[ 

[ . '\tiv  [ro]i;y  .]Ta[ 

40  [ . ]ua  .  ay  80  ,01^,  //[ 


8—37,  .  .  ,  7roir)T€OPj  TavTd  [Ka/jrapa  koi  aefipvpeip  av  [/3]ouXotro,  Xeyco  de  a  rw  KQ[t(r]api  (pacri 
reXcti'.  y^P  jjpciy  avrdj  Ka\a)S  7roiovvT€Sj  aXXa  Nlkq^vs  cotip  o  irpcoTos 

KaTa(TTrj(ras ,  oiroios  jxep  dpdpcoTTOS,  ov  d^i  Xiyeip*  ecrro)  S’  ovp  iK€iPOV  Kai  irap*  eK€ti'[o  tf  t€\€L(t6co  p.0P0iSj 
QXTTT^p  napd  to7s  * AOrjpaLOis  rd  t^p  ^EXeva-iPicov,  €i  ^ov\6p.€^6  a  avrop  d(T€^€iP  to  y]  Kaitrapa,  coo'Trep 
dp  Ka\  Tr)[p  A\r)pT]Tpap  (a)(7€/3[o]^t)p€i/  {[a]*'}  €p6dd€  t€\ovpt€S  a\pTfj  t^p  6K€t[o-]€  T€Xe[r^]v‘  ov  yap 
c’^A.€i  am[m  pji  tS)p  toiovtcop  ovdep,  [^Ti]  S’  ovk  dcjiaipriaeaS^f  So^av  T7]s  a^ai'[ucrta9] 

KaiVapo?  €a[i'  epot  ?  7r]eio-^^Te,  Trapad^^iypa  ijuii/  ipS)  to  pvp  r[.  .  .  .  ,  ra  yap  Ta>p  ic[.  .  .]e[ . 

eV€X[o{ip€]i/  [ . K]ai  T^ovToa  ?]y  ouS^v  .  .  . 


TOV 


‘ .  he  would  wish  these  (?)  really  to  magnify  Caesar,  I  am  referring  to  the  rites  which 
they  say  that  they  perform  to  Caesar.  It  w^as  not  we  who  originally  invented  those  rites, 
which  is  to  our  credit,  but  it  was  a  Nicaean  who  was  the  first  to  institute  them.  The 
character  of  the  man  need  not  be  described :  in  any  case  let  the  rites  be  his,  and  let  them 
be  performed  among  his  people  alone,  as  the  Eleusinian  rites  are  among  the  Athenians, 
unless  we  wish  to  commit  sacrilege  against  Caesar  himself,  as  we  should  commit  sacrilege 
against  Demeter  also,  if  we  performed  to  her  here  the  ritual  used  there ;  for  she  is  un¬ 
willing  to  allow  any  rites  of  that  sort  (?).  As  a  proof  that  you  will  not  be  depriving  Caesar 
of  the  glory  of  immortality,  if  you  listen  to  me,  1  will  tell  you  .  .  .’ 


I.  (TV  d€  P€a  t[  :  the  use  of  the  second  person  singular  creates  a  slight,  but  by  no 
means  insuperable  difficulty;  cf.  int.  o-v  might  of  course  be  e.  g.  j?pi]|crv,  and  d  ep  €X7r[t  .  .  . 
could  be  read;  but  pea  suits  the  context  (cf.  I.  38  apxaia),  referring  to  the  rites  in 
question. 

3.  TovTot[ :  the  last  letter  can  also  be  7,  p,  p,  or  tt. 

4.  p€Ta7r[ :  or  p€ra7[. 

jy  ;  the  vestige  of  a  letter  following  p  is  too  slight  to  afford  a  real  clue,  and 
after  it  nothing  may  be  lost. 

8.  TO  T  .[...] :  T  and  v  sometimes  closely  resemble  each  other  in  this  hand,  and  Toor[. . .] 
is  just  possible,  but  to  t  followed  by  »?,  i,  or  v  is  preferable.  There  may  have  been  a  high 
stop  after  jrotijrcoi/,  the  surface  of  the  papyrus  being  damaged  at  that  point.  In  any  case 
Tavra  seems  to  be  the  subject  of  crepwpeip^  not  the  object  of  though  the  construction 

of  11.  7-10  is  not  clear.  The  sentence  may  have  begun  with  et. 

10.  ap  [/3]ouXoiro :  the  vestige  of  the  supposed  v  is  very  slight,  and  there  would  be  room 
for  another  letter  in  the  lacuna,  for  p\p\  occupies  the  same  space  as  Kaio-  in  11.  9  and  ii. 
d  is  possible  in  place  of  a,  but  ap  seems  necessary  for  the  optative. 

II,  TO)  Ka[to-]apt:  or  t(oi  K[aio-]api.  Cf.  [a]D‘n;t  in  1.  2*J. 

14.  NiKaevj :  cf.  int. 

16.  apdpcDTTos  may  receive  either  a  rough  or  a  smooth  breathing. 

22.  €i  i3ovXope[^]a :  the  insertion  of  a  negative  is  required  both  here  and  in  1.  25  to  give 
sense  to  the  argument.  (reP[o]vp€P  there  is  evidently  a  mistake  for  acre^oipep,  and  here  either 
ei  is  to  be  altered  to  ow,  or  pij  is  to  be  inserted. 

26.  a[p]:  p  is  almost  certain,  o)  or  at,  which  are  the  only  other  possibilities,  being  much 
less  suitable.  The  repetition  of  dp  is  not  necessarily  wrong,  but  probably  there  was 
a  mistake  of  some  kind,  possibly  the  incorrect  division  (r€^[o]vp€p\[r}]p  (sc.  aae^oipep). 

28”9.  The  subject  of  eOeXei  is  not  clear,  but  is  more  likely  to  be  Caesar  or  Demeter 
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than  the  Nicaean.  The  next  word  is  presumably  an  infinitive  ending  in  [.  a]t  or  [(T0u]t  or 
perhaps  [n\  or  [6t]i/.  The  last  letter  is  more  like  i  than  v,  and  no  alternative  is  possible. 
V  before  ei  is  almost  certain,  q  being  the  only  alternative.  The  first  letter  must  be  a,  -y,  6,  X, 
fly  Vy  TTj  or  T :  a  spot  of  ink  between  this  and  v  probably,  if  the  first  letter  is  a,  belongs  to 
that,  not  to  a  distinct  letter,  and  is  in  any  case  inconsistent  with  a  broad  letter  or  one 
coming  below  the  line.  au€i[va]iy  ‘  to  allow is  difficult,  but  suits  the  vestiges  better  than 
a[py€i[a6a  }.  In  tqjv  certainly,  and  possibly  in  toiovt<ov  also,  the  co  is  closed  at  the  top,  as 
if  the  scribe  intended  to  alter  it  to  o ;  but  he  certainly  did  not  write  top  toiovtov  originally, 
and  is  more  likely  to  have  intended  rav  toiovt<op.  ovdfp  suits  the  vestiges  better  than  ov0€P 
(cf.  1.  37).  The  supposed  stop  after  it  is  uncertain ;  the  surface  of  the  papyrus  is  damaged 
and  ovSfi'o  is  a  possible  reading. 

31.  a^ai/[ntrtas]  :  cf.  Dio  lii.  36  &crT*  etrrep  a0dparos  optco^  €7ri6vp€ls  yepeoSai  in  the  Speech 
of  Maecenas  to  Augustus.  Lines  30-2  seem  more  appropriate  to  a  dead  than  to  a  living 
Caesar,  who  did  not  become  technically  till  his  death ;  cf.  int.  p.  150. 

34.  The  Tetter  following  wp,  if  not  t,  is  probably  y  or  tt. 

35-6.  It  is  rather  tempting  to  read  tchp  K[at(r]a|[pa)r  (cf.  p.  150) ;  but  the  letter  at  the  end 
of  1.  35  is  much  more  like  e  than  a,  ]u  might  be  the  end  of  npo  to]u. 


1613.  List  of  Early  Athenian  Archons. 

4*6  X4'4  cm.  Second  century. 

This  small  fragment  from  the  middle  of  a  column  belongs  to  a  list  of  the 
earliest  Athenian  archons  with  the  numbers  of  their  years  of  office,  like  the  lists 
in  Eusebius  (Schone,  Euseb.  Chron,  i.  188  and  App.  i  a.  ii),  Jerome  (pp,  ciL 
App.  I  b.  31),  the  Excerpta  Latina  Barbari  (op,  cit,  App.  6.  217),  and  Syncellus 
(ed.  Dindorf  i.  368,  399) ;  cf.  v.  Schoeffer  in  Pauly-Wissowa,  Realenc.  ii.  382-3. 
Such  lists  were  no  doubt  common  in  Egypt ;  cf.  the  chronological  list  of 
Olympic  victors  in  222,  and  A.  Bauer's  Alexandrinische  W eltchronik  (Denkschr,  d. 
Wien,  Akad,  li).  The  handwriting  is  a  small  uncial  of  the  Roman  period, 
probably  of  the  second  century.  After  the  abolition  of  the  Athenian  monarchy 
archons  according  to  tradition  were  appointed  at  first  for  life,  afterwards  for 
ten  years,  and  from  683  B.c.  onwards  annually.  The  change  from  archons  for 
life  to  decennial  archons  began  according  to  the  Exc.  Lat.  Barb,  with  Alcmaeon, 
but  the  other  authorities  make  him  the  last  of  the  first  category.  The  papyrus 
contains  the  name  of  Alcmaeon  (1.  5)  with  the  names  of  his  four  predecessors 
and  six  successors  in  the  best  supported  order  (cf,  11.  3-4,  n.) ;  but  the  numbers 
of  the  years  of  office  are  missing  throughout,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  which 
view  was  taken  with  reference  to  the  chronology  of  Alcmaeon.  One  name 
is  quite  corrupt  (1.  6.  n.)  and  another  is  misspelled  (1.  8,  n.).  Only  one  more 
name  after  1.  ii  is  required  to  complete  the  list  of  decennial  archons:  before 
1.  I  eight  names  of  archons  for  life  are  probably  lost;  cf.  11.  3-4,  n. 
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Apu^[p(ov\ 

€77)  [.  . 

0€cr7r([€]u?| 

€77]  [. 

Ayap.ri(TTOiip\ 

€77]  [. 

AiayyXos 

€[77]  . 

AXKpeoav  [ 

err}  , 

Xai09  [ 

€Tr}  . 

AL(npLS[7]9 

€T7]  . 

KX€o8ik[os 

€77}  . 

l7r7ro//[€^77? 

€77}  . 

Aea)Kpa[T7]s 

€77}  . 

A\jrayS[po9 

€77}  . 

1-3,  That  the  originally  separate  fragment  containing  ctt)  (three  times)  is  correctly 
assigned  to  these  lines  is  not  quite  certain. 

3—4.  Between  Agamestor  and  Aeschylus  the  Exc.  Lat.  Barb,  insert  Thersippus,  who 
is  placed  by  the  other  authorities  (cf.  int.)  4th  in  the  list  of  archons  for  life,  Ariphron 
(1.  i)  being  9th,  as  he  presumably  was  here. 

5.  A'KKfxccau :  cf.  int. 

6.  Xato? :  1.  Xapoyjr.  From  this  point  onwards  the  figure  lost  was  presumably  t  in  each 
case ;  cf.  int. 

8.  KXfoSiff[o?:  so  also  Syncellus;  but  Eusebius  has  {K)\€i8iKos  or  KlidikiiSj  Jerome 
EUdiais^  and  Exc.  Lat.  Barb.  Celdicus.  KXfiSiKOf  is  the  correct  form;  cf.  Paus.  i.  3.  3. 


III.  FRAGMENTS  OF  EXTANT  CLASSICAL 

AUTHORS 


1614.  Pindar,  01.  i,  ii,  vi,  vii. 

28-8  X  27-2  cm.  Fifth  or  sixth  century. 

The  lost  poems  of  Pindar  occur  in  several  papyri,  chiefly  from  Oxyrhynchus, 
Dithyrambs  in  1604,  Paeans  in  841  and  P.  S.  1.  147,  Partheneia  in  659,  odes  of 
uncertain  character  in  408  and  possibly  426  ;  but  the  extant  epinician  odes  have 
not  hitherto  been  represented  in  Egyptian  finds,  so  that  a  special  interest  attaches 
to  this  fragment  of  a  codex  of  the  Olympian  odes.  It  consists  of  a  single  sheet 
forming  two  leaves,  the  first  of  which  contains  i.  io6~ii.  45  (when  complete  i.  104- 
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ii.  50),  the  second  vi.  71-vii.  20  (when  complete  vi.  68-vii.  26).  The  lines  are  for 
the  most  part  short,  being  divided  much  as  in  the  extant  MSS.,  and  of  the  four 
columns  two  (i  and  iii)  are  fairly  well  preserved,  but  the  other  two  have  only  the 
ends  of  lines.  The  upper  margin  is  not  preserved  anywhere,  but  in  Col.  iii  1. 150 
(=  OL  vi.  95)  is  the  last.  20  more  lines  corresponding  to  vi.  96-105  are 
required  to  complete  the  ode,  but  these  must  have  been  omitted  in  Col.  iv, 
for  1.  158  (vii.  6)  is  at  the  back  of  1.  iii  (vi.  72),  and  that  the  number  of  lines  lost 
at  the  top  of  Col.  iv  did  not  exceed  7  is  clear  from  the  size  of  the  corresponding 
interval  between  the  last  extant  line  of  Col.  i  (1.  51  =  ii.  17)  and  the  first  of  Col.  ii 
(1.  57=  ii.  21).  How  the  5  missing  lines  were  distributed  between  Cols,  i  and  ii 
is  not  quite  certain,  for,  as  far  as  Col.  i  by  itself  is  concerned,  there  is  room  for 
I  or  2  more  lines  at  the  bottom.  But  if,  as  seems  not  improbable.  Ode  vii 
began  at  the  top  of  Col.  iv,  the  top  of  Col.  ii  can  be  made  fairly  even  with  the  top 
of  Col.  iv  only  on  the  hypothesis  that  1.  51  was  the  last  of  Col.  i.  Otherwise,  if 
e.  g.  there  are  only  3  lines  instead  of  5  lost  at  the  top  of  Col.  ii,  there  will  certainly 
not  be  room  at  the  top  of  Col,  iv  for  the  first  few  lines  of  Ode  vii,  especially  since 
the  writing  in  Cols,  iii-iv  is  by  a  different  scribe  from  that  of  Cols,  i-ii  and  less 
compact.  Neither  scribe  employed  a  formal  uncial,  the  hand  of  the  first  being  rude 
and  irregular,  while  that  of  the  second  tends  to  become  cursive,  particularly  in 
at  the  ends  of  lines.  Black  ink  was  used  by  the  first  scribe  as  far  as  1.  67, 
brown  ink  by  him  in  II.  68-95  and  by  the  second  scribe,  whose  pen  was 
thinner.  Iota  adscript  was  rarely  written.  Both  scribes  inserted  marks  of  elision 
and  diaeresis  and  occasional  stops  (high  points),  the  second  also  occasional 
breathings  and  an  apostrophe  after  yap  in  1.  144 ;  but  a  breathing  in  1.  37  in 
brown  ink  was  not  written,  originally  at  any  rate,  by  the  first  hand.  That  is  the 
only  trace  of  a  subsequent  revision  apart  from  corrections  clearly  due  to  the  two 
scribes  themselves.  The  date  of  the  papyrus  is  certainly  fifth  or  sixth  century, 
more  probably  the  former,  but  the  Byzantine  documents  found  with  it  have  not 
yet  been  unrolled. 

The  MSS.  of  Pindar’s  epinician  odes  are  divided  into  two  families,  called  the 
Ambrosian  and  the  Vatican.  Of  the  first  group  the  chief  representatives  are 
A  (13th  cent.),  C  (late  14th  cent.),  N  (i3th-i4th  cent.),  V  (late  13th  cent.)  ;  of  the 
second  B  (12th  cent.),  D  and  E  (14th  cent.).  In  01.  i  this  classification  has  to  be 
modified,  since  A  there  combines  v/ith  the  Vatican  group,  D  with  the  Ambrosian. 
The  archetype  of  both  families  is  assigned  to  the  second  century,  to  which 
the  extant  scholia  are  also  referred.  The  text  is  generally  thought  to  have  been 
preserved  with  considerable  care  owing  to  the  efforts  of  grammarians,  and  to  have 
undergone  comparatively  little  corruption  since  the  second  century,  before  which, 
as  is  shown  by  quotations,  it  was  far  from  being  fixed.  This  view  is  borne  out 
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by  the  papyrus,  which  carries  back  the  evidence  some  seven  centuries  and  is 
very  close  to  the  text  of  the  best  MSS.,  agreeing  sometimes  with  the  Ambrosian 
family  (11.  79,  it2,  i  16-17,  somewhat  oftener  with  the  Vatican 

(11.  8,  24,  30,  36,  59,  82,  85,  92,  95,  126,  175).  The  difficulty  in  ii.  6  (11.  32-3,  n.) 
and  the  interpolation  in  ii.  29-30  (11.  70-1,  n.)  recur.  A  number  of  slips  are 
found,  as  is  usual  in  Byzantine  texts ;  cf.  e.g.  1618.  Of  the  new  readings  the  most 
interesting  occur  in  ii.  39  and  vi.  77 ;  cf.  11.  88  and  119,  nn. 


Col.  i  (Fol. 

3  lines  lost 

^(^€0?  ^TTLTpOTTOS  i.  lo6 

5  €(jov  'i\^eai(TL  /irjSeTai 

excoy  [ro]u[70  ktjSo?  lepcoi/ 
pepipp[at](rLv[-]  ei  6[€  pr)  raxv  Xlttol 
eri  yXvKVTepav  K[ei/  eXiropai 

appart  6o(o  kX[€L  no 

10  eiTLKOvpov  ^[vp(i>v. 

0 

oSop  Xjejjyo)^  7ra[p  evSeieXoi/  eXdcop 
KpovLov*  ^poL  pev  [coy  Moiaa  Kaprepco 

rarov  ^eXos*  aXKOii  Tp[€(pet  ?  aXXoL 
(TL  S  aXXoi  peyaXor  to  S  €0‘xccTo[y  ko 
15  pv(f)0VTaL  ^aaiXevcrr  prjKeTL 
Tranraiye  iropaLov 

€iT]  ae  ye  tovtov  115 

vxirov  XP^^^^  Trareiy  epe 
re  ToacraSe  yiKacpopOLS 
20  opiXeiy  TTpocfiavTOv  cro0[ia  KaO  EX 
Xaya9  eoura  iravTa 

&7]pcoyL  AaKpa[yavTLVco  appari  ? 
aya^[L](poppLyye[9  vpvoL  ii.  i 

T[Lva  &]eoy  tip  rj[pcoa 
25  Tu[a  5*]  aySpa  KeXalSrjaopey 
TfTOL  Thera  pey  Al[os 


I  verso). 

OXvpTTiaSa  S'  ea\Ta 
<rey  UpaKXer}^ 
aKpoOiya  TroXepov  [ 

30  6rjpcoya  Se  TeTpao[pia9  ii.  5 

eveKa  yiKaepopov 
yeycoyrjTeoy  ottl 
SiKaioy  ^eyoy 
epeicrp  AKpayayT[o9 
35  evcoyvpcoy  Se  7raTe[pcoy 
acoToy  opSoTToXiy 
Kapoyre^  oi  TroXXa  [Ovpco 
i'epoy  eaxoy  OLKrjpa  [  10 

TTorapov  ^LKeXia?  [r  eeray 
40  o(p6aXp[o]^*  aico[y  S  e<f>e 
ne  po[p(ri]p[os  nXovToy 
re  Kai  X^[P^^  aycoy 
yyr](rLa[L9  eir  aperats 
aXX*  CO  K[poyLe  nai  Peas 
45  eSos  OX[vp7rov  yepcoy 
aedXco[y  re  K0pv(f)ay 
7rop[o'\y  [r  AXcpeov 

La[y]6e[is  aoiSais  15 

c[v(f)p](L[y  apovpav  eri  rra 
50  Tp[Lay  (Tcpiaiy  Kopiaoy 

X[oi7ra)  yeyet  Tcoy  Se  tt  err  pay  pey  coy 
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Col.  ii  (Fol.  I  recto). 


[€1/  SiKa  re  Kai  napa  SiKav] 

[aTTOLTjTOP  ov8  av\ 

[Xpovo9  0  7ravTCx>v  TrarT/p] 

55  \8vvairo  epyooj/  reXoy] 

[Xada  TTorpo)  avp  evSaifiouL  yevoLT  ai^]  ii 
[eo-Xo)!/  yap  vno  yappaToI\Y  [ 

[nrjpa  OvaaKei  Tra^^LyKOToy  SapaaOej/ 
[oTav  deov  Moipa]  nepuTT] 

6o  [ap€Kas  oX^op  vylr]r]Xop 
[eTrerai  Se  Xoyoy  €v]dpopoLS 
[KaSpoLo  KovpaL]9[']  enaOop 
[ai  peyaXa]  irepOos  Se 

[7rLT]yeL  ^apv 

65  [Kp€](TO‘OPa>y  TTpos*  ayadcop 
[^a)]€i  pep  OXvpnL0L%' 

\aTTo6]avoi<Ta  ^popco 
[Kepav]pov  Tapve 
[6eLpa  S€peX]a  cpiXei 
70  [Se  PLp  UdK^Xas  aiai  (piXe 
[oPTL  Se  M]oL(raL 
[kul  Zev9  7ra]T7jp  paXa  (f)LXeL 
[(Se  7raL9  0  KL(T(ro](j>opo^ 

[XeyoPTL  S  e'\p  K[a'\L  daXaaaa 

Col.  iii 

5  lines  lost 

2nd  hand  e|  o\y  iroXvKXeiTOP  KaO  EXXavas  vi. 
Ill  yepos  l[apLSap 

oXjSo?  ap  eo-7re[r]o  r[Lp(i>PTe^  S  aperas 
€9  (papepap  oSop  [ep')(OPTaL  TeKpai 
pet  XPVf^*  eKacTTOp  p<t>[pos  S  e^ 

115  aXXcdp -KpeparaL  (p6oP€[opTcop 

rois*  oi?  TTore  npcoTOi^  Trepi  [ScaSeKarop 
Spopop  eXavpoPTeaaLP  a[iSoLa  ttoti 


75  [iiera  Kopaiai  IVJppeos' 

[aXmiS*  ^LOTOP^  acpdiTOp 
[Ipol  TeraxOai]  top  o 
[Xor  apcpL  rjTOL 

.20  [ppoToop  ye  Ke]KpLTaL 
80  [Trepa?  ov  tl  6ap'\aTov 

[ov5  aavxf’pop]  apepap  35 

[oTTore  iraiS'^  aXiov 
[areipei  avp  a]yadco 
[reXevTao‘op]ep 

25  85  [poai  S  aXXor’]  aXXai 
[evdvpiap]  re  pera  Kat 

[ttopcop  es  a\pSpas  ejSap 
[ovT(o*  Se  Moip]’  a  re  narpmap 

[rcopS  e^fi  TOP  ?  e^v<ppopa  worpop  40 

90  [deopTco  (r]yp  oX^a> 

[eTTL  TL  Kai  7r]T]p^ 

[TraXfj'rpaTTeXoi'  aXjXoo  XP[^^]^ 

[e^  ovTrep  eKTeipe  Aaop  poptpos\  vios 
[avpapTopepos  ep  Se  Tlv  ] 

30  95  [6(opl  xP"^^^^^  TTaXaKpaTOP^  reXecrorej^ 

9  lines  lost 

(Fol.  2  recto). 

yXcoaadi*  aKopas  Xiyvpas 

72  a  pi  €0€Xo^[7]a  7rpoo-[ep]7rei 

KaXXLpoai[(n^p  npoais  paTpopa[ 

Tcop  epa  XTvp(f)aXis  ivapOr]^  Mi[TC07ra 
135  TrXa^LTTTrop  a  [©7}^a]p  eri  85 

a 

Kep  res*  epa7[eiPo]p  vSwp 

mopai  apSp[acnp  nXeKcop 

ttolklXop  vp[pop  o^Tpv[p\)p  PVP  i[Taipovs 
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(TTa^rj  Xapi9  evKXea  /zop^[ai/ 

€i  5*  ervfjLcos  V7T0  KvWcLva^  opoy 
120  Ayrjaia  fiarpcoes  avSpfs 
vcLi^TaovT^S  ^Scoprjcrctv  O^cav 
KapvKa  X[j^€]]iraiS‘  Overlaid 
noXXa  Srj  iToXXaicnv  Eppay  €UO‘€^€[a)y 
oy  aycovas 

125  poipav  T  a^dXcov  ApKaSiav 
T  evapopa  tl 

par  KLVos  (0  irai  ScoarpaTOV 
a 

(Tvp  ^pvySovnm  TTarpi 
Kpaivu  (reOev  ei/ryx[[^]l^®^ 

130  So^aP  e)(CL>  TLP^  €771 


Aipea*  7Tp(£\T0P  p]€P  H 
140  pap  nap6€PLa[p  K€Xa]Sr)(TaL 

ypcopai  t[’]  e7r€f[r  ap)(ccL]op  [o]j/€[i5oy 
aXadeai  Xoyoiy  9° 

[ei]  (pevyopep  Boi[Q)Tiap  vp 
eeai  yap  ayyeXoy  c[p0oy 

145  rjvKopcop  (TKVT\aXa  Moiaap  yXvKVS  Kparrjp 

ayacftOeyKTCOp  aoiSap 

146  eiTTOP  Se  p€ppa[(TdaL  2vpa 
Kovaaap  [re]  K[aL  Oprvyias 

rap  lep[cop  KaOapco  aKaiTTco  Steircop 
apTia  p\r]Sop€POS  (poiPiKoire^ap 
150  ap(p*€7T[ei  Aaparpa  95 

end  of  column 


Col.  iv  (Fol.  2  verso). 


7  lines  lost 

[pip  ^aXwrop  opo^popo9  €vp]a^  vii. 
[Kai  eyco  peKTap  MoL(ra]p 

160  [Soaip  a^OXocfiOpois  ] 

[apBpao'iP  TrepiTcop  yXvKVp]  Kapirop 
[0pei^oy  iXadKopai  ] 

[OXvpiTLa  TlvOoi  re  piKa>\p 
[T€(Taip  0  S  oXjSfoy  o]p  [  ] 

165  [(j)apaL  KaTe^o^T  ayaaOai 

[aXXore  8  aXXop]  eiroTTrevei  XapL9 

[^coOaXpios  a]SvpeXeL 

[6apa  pep  ^op]ptyyt  Trapcjxt) 

[pOKTl  T  €P  ePT€]aL[p  av]X€Op 
170  [Kai  pvp  VTT  ap<poT€p]cop* 

[(TVP  Aiayopa  Kare^ap]  iroppopTiap 


[vppeoup  TTaiS  A(ppoSL]Tas 
5  [-^eXtofo  re  pvp(l>ap  ] 

[PoSop  evOvpayap  ]  r5 

175  [o(ppa  ireXccpLop  az/5p]a  Trap  AX(p€i(ji)i 
[cFTecpapcocrapepop  ] 

[aipeaco  Twypas  aivoipa^  Kai 
o  [irapa  KaaraXia  ] 

[irarepa  re  Aapayrjrop  a]SoPTa  AiKa  [  ] 
180  [Aatas  evpvxopov  ] 

[TpiTToXip  pa(TOP  7reX]ay 
[ep^oXcD  paLOPT]as  Apyeiat  [a]yp 
[eOeXrjcrco  tol(jlp]  e^  20 

[apX^ty  aTTO  TXairoX^epov 
10  lines  lost 


8.  The  second  v  of  yXvKvr^pav  is  corr,  from  €.*  i.e.  the  scribe  began  to  \Mite  yXv/cepco- 
r^pav,  which  is  found  in  DN. 

k[^v:  so  ABE;  all  that  remains  is  the  tip  of  a  vertical  stroke,  which  would  also  be 
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reconcileable  with  t[6,  as  proposed  by  Schr(oeder),  but  not  with  €[\7rofiaL,  the  reading 
of  CDN. 

9.  ^vu:  this  form  is  not  certainly  attested  in  Pindar;  cf.  1604,  II.  13,  n. 

KX[ei]|€tz/ :  so  CE,  Schr. ;  kX^l^civ  BADN. 

13.  aXKai:  so  most  MSS.  rightly  ;  oKkou  DE. 

13-14.  aXXot]o-i :  this  passage  is  corrupt  in  the  MSS.,  which  all  have  oXXoicrt  against  the 
metre,  except  V  (iv  a.).  The  Byzantine  correctors  read  in  AXoto-t,  but  Schr.  conjectures 

i  J  »  V 

afJL(p  a, 

1^.  ere  ye:  ai  re  MSS.,  except  V  (om.  re).  The  Scholl.  remark  0  vovf'  elr}  Be  (Te  fieu 
TovTou  TOP  .  .  .  aXXcas*  aXX’  eir)  tre  rour.  r.  x-  which  it  has  been  Supposed  that 

there  was  a  reading  o-e  Be,  re,  which  connects  with  re  in  1.  19,  seems  preferable  to  ye,  but 
may  have  arisen  from  the  second  re. 

18.  vxj/ov:  so  MSS.  except  D 

19.  re  :  Be  DN.  Cf.  1.  1 7,  n. 

22.  L  AKpa[yapriP(i),  If  apfiari,  which  is  usually  added  by  the  MSS,  after  it,  was  written, 
the  end  of  this  line  projected  very  considerably ;  but  cf.  1.  145. 

24.  ff^eov:  6e5)v  YX , 

Tiv  r]\paia  :  riva  B'  rjpcja  AE  against  the  metre. 

25.  Tip[a  8’]  avBpa :  SO  ABE  ;  nV  ai/8pa  CD  against  the  metre. 

29.  aKpodipa:  so  ABDN^,  Schr. ;  aKpoOipia  CN^,  Zenodotus ;  aKpoBipiop  E. 

30.  8e ;  e  is  corr.  from  o  (?).  The  word  is  omitted  by  A,  which  has  Terpacopias, 

32-3.  oTTt  BiKaiop  $epop  :  so  MSS.  (mostly  otti,  but  a  few  o7rt).  The  second  syllables  of 
om  and  ^epop  ought  to  be  long,  and  Schr.  follows  Hermann  in  reading  om  (=  omBi)  BUaiop 
^epeop.  The  division  between  the  corresponding  lines  68-9  comes  a  syllable  earlier. 

36.  opSonoXiPi  op^oTTroXii^  against  the  metre  ADN. 

41.  po[p(n]p[o9  ttXovtop  :  SO  MSS. ;  p,  a  ttXovtop  (Hermann)  or  p.  in  oXpop  (Heyne)  has 
been  suggested  on  metrical  grounds. 

52-7.  These  lines  are  restored  so  as  to  correspond  to  11.  89-94.  The  traces  of  the 
supposed  p  in  1.  57,  which  comes  above  the  second  a  of  Bapao-Sep  in  1.  58,  are  very  doubtful, 
and  the  first  syllable  of  e(r(<9)Xa)i^,  the  reading  of  the  MSS.  in  1.  57,  is  against  the  metre ;  there 
is  also  an  uncertainty  about  1.  94 ;  cf.  n.  ad  loc.  The  reason  for  the  assignment  of  all 
11.  52-6  to  Col.  ii  is  explained  in  int. 

59.  Ttepm):  so  most  MSS.,  Schr.;  nep'^r}  A, 

62.  enaBov  *.  naBop  A.  The  word  corresponds  to  Ai[off]  |  O-  in  11.  26-7. 

65.  o  o(  \^Kp€^cr(rop(op  is  corr.  from  <». 

66.  ft  of  p€P  is  corr.  ep  has  been  omitted  by  mistake  after  it ;  cf.  1.  169,  n. 


70.  aioL  :  1.  aiei, 

70-1.  (^tXe[oi/rt  Be  Mjoio-at :  a  superfluous  verse  which  was  athetized  by  Aristophanes, 
but  is  found  in  all  MSS.  except  those  of  Triclinius. 

75.  Nj^peos:  so  CE;  Nrjpiws  ABDN ;  ISrjpijos,  required  by  the  metre,  occurs  above  the 


line  in  CDN. 

79.  [^poTQ)p  ye:  ye,  which  is  omitted  by  B,  must  have  been  written. 

80.  Considerations  of  space  make  the  unmetrical  form  nepas,  found  in  all  ancient  MSS., 
more  probable  than  neipas,  which  was  introduced  by  the  Byzantine  correctors. 

82.  oXlov:  so  BE;  deXiov  against  the  metre  ACDN. 

85.  aXXai:  dXXoiaL  against  the  metre  C^DN. 

88.  a  Te  naTpcciop :  d  re  naTpmop  MSS.,  which  is  generally  retained  by  edd.,  though 
Hermann  conjectured  are  (or  a  ra)  Trarpajia,  and  Mommsen  d  to  mirpmop  from  the  schol,  KaTex€t 
TOP  evcppovn  iroTpop  ij  tvxi]  KnBdrrep  to  naTpSop  Kareax^^  TTaTpcciap  must  be  wrong,  but  tWO  Other 
scholia  ovTQ)  Be  im  TOVTcop  ...  17  naTpiKrj  potpa  kokop  (fyepei  .  .  ,  and  ovtco  Be  kol  ini  tovtojp  ,  .  .  ^ 


1614.  PINDAR,  OL,  /,  //,  VI,  VII  i6i 

TTQTpwa  KuKov  ay€i  po2pa  would  be  Compatible  with  an  ancient  reading  narpma,  of  which 
narpcoiau  might  be  a  corruption,  due  to  at  the  end  of  the  previous  line.  The  last 
syllable  of  1.  88  can  be  either  long  or  short.  It  seems,  however,  more  likely  that,  as 
suggested  by  Lobel,  the  scribe  has  omitted  an  elision-mark  and  Trarpayi  av  was  really  meant, 
nv  belonging  to  dvex^iv  ‘  support  ^  is  more  suitable  here  than  the  simple  verb ; 

cf.  ii,  89  Oeou  .  .  .  oy  dv^x^i  t6t€  p€V  rd  Kcivaiv  tot  av6*  erepoty  €8(dk€V  peya  Kvbos  and  NeVl^ 
vii.  89  el  6'  avTo  kol  Beds  due'xoi,  and  KQTe'xei  in  the  schoL  quoted  above.  7rarpa>t(a)  would  be  an 
adverbial  accusative  or  in  apposition  to  roy  evcppova  TroTpou.  This  reading  is  probably  right. 

89.  8-10  letters  would  be  expected  in  the  lacuna,  where  the  ordinary  reading  of  the  MSS* 
gives  12,  and  perhaps  there  was  an  omission.  exL  may  well  have  been  wTitten  ;  cf.  1.  127. 

92.  aX]Xco  :  aXXoy  ;(poi/oy  A. 

93.  Considerations  of  space  favour  the  correct  forms  Aaov  (i.  e.  Aao*/)  and  popipoy(a  v.  L 
in  the  scholia  and  introduced  by  the  Byzantines)  against  Aaiov  and  popaipos  which  are  found 
in  the  ]\ISS. 

94.  This  line,  if  written,  must  have  been  rather  cramped,  for  vios  in  1.  93  presents  the 
appearance  of  belonging  to  the  line  immediately  above  TeXeaa-ev  (1.  95). 

95.  TeXea^eif  l  SO  B  rightly  5  TeXeaep  ACD  *  reXfVay  om.  N. 

1 1 2.  oX/3oy  ap  :  SO  ACD^ ;  ^/3oy  6’  dp*  the  rest  against  the  metre. 

I  14.  /ici)[^ioy  5  e^ :  1614  may  of  course  have  omitted  5,  which  is  found  in  the  MSS.,  but 
was  deleted  by  Boeckh  on  metrical  grounds. 

1 16.  TrpcDTOK :  so  AC^DE,  Schr.  ^  7rp«To»' BC^N. 

117—18.  TTOTi^fTTa^T] :  so  CD  ("^«),  Schr.  ;  Trono’Tafet  ABE. 

1 19.  opoy :  so  Callierges  (Rome,  1515),  as  is  supposed,  from  the  scholia  (e.  g.  in  D; 
cf.  also  Homer,  B  603  vno  Kv)^'K^pr}s  dpos  alnv)  J  opoty  ABCE  ]  opois  HE  (lemma)  j  dpewp  conj. 
Schr.  The  objection  to  opoy  is  that  the  second  syllable  is  expected  to  be  long  here. 

121.  €^(opr](Tap  :  so  AB^  rightly  j  dcoprja-ap  the  rest. 

126-7.  so  MSS.  except  A  (Tipdp). 

13 1.  yXa)(r(7at :  the  accent  ought  to  have  been  paroxytone.  Editors  generally  place  no 
stop  after  yXcjo-o-o,  explaining  d/comy  Xtyopay  as  a  genitive  of  quality.  The  papyrus  agrees 
with  Boehmer,  who  connected  d<.  Xty.  with  irvoms, 

132.  Trpoa^epyrei :  SO  most  MSS.  and  edd. ;  TTpoa-epnoL  D;  TTpoae^Kei  Triclinius. 

133.  <aXXtpoat^(Ttjy  I  the  p  €(f)€'\KvaTiK6p  is  wrong  j  cf.  1.  142,  n. 

135-6.  €tik€p:  1.  eTKTep,  t€s  is  merely  an  error. 

142.  aXa^eo-t :  SO  ABD  j  1.  oT^aSeaLP  with  EN. 

144.  €€(Tt:  €<Tai  MSS.;  ea-Ti  Wilamowdtz,  objecting  to  the  poet’s  address  to  his  poem, 
and  avoiding  the  three  predicates  without  a  connecting  particle.  The  second  letter  of  ^eai 
was  not  corrected,  but  the  third  was  not  a  originally,  being  corrected  from  a  letter  with 
a  tail,  probably  t  or  p. 

146— 7»  ^vpa\Kov(j(jap ^vpaKoa(Tdp  (BHE)  is  the  form  preferred  by  edd.  The  division 
of. these  lines  does  not  correspond  to  that  in  11.  iio-i  i,  where  there  are  two  more  syllables 
in  the  earlier  line. 

149-50.  Cf.  11.  1 13-14,  where  there  is  a  syllable  more  in  the  earlier  line. 

150.  On  the  omission  of  the  end  of  Ode  vi  see  int. 

165*  ayaadai  :  1.  aya^ai. 

167.  That  1614  had  CaBakpios  with  most  MSS.  rather  than  fa)o<jf)^aXptoy  with  CNO^ 
is  not  certain. 

169.  Considerations  of  space  favour  the  insertion  of  ep  which  is  omitted  by  BDE 
before 

1 70.  The  stop  after  apiporep^c^p  is  misplaced. 

1 7 1.  TTOppoPTiap  :  1.  Tap  TTOPTiap  with  the  MSS.  The  scholia  mention  a  v.  1.  rroPTlas. 

175.  AXepeicot:  so  most  MSS.;  ’AX(^€©(t)  A.  Schr. 
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1615.  Sophocles,  Ajax. 

4«2  X3-9  cm.  Fourth  century.  Plate  IV 

(recto). 

This  small  fragment  from  the  middle  of  a  leaf  of  a  papyrus  codex  of 
Sophocles,  containing  the  beginnings  of  11.  694-705  and  ends  of  753-64  of  the 
Ajax,  was  found  with  a  number  of  other  literary  pieces  which  date  from  the  third 
or  fourth  century.  The  writing  is  a  small  sloping  uncial  with  a  tendency  to 
cursive  forms  and  to  exaggeration  of  the  final  letter  of  a  line,  and  there  is  little 
doubt  that  it  belongs  to  the  fourth  century,  probably  to  the  earlier  half  of  it. 
Breathings,  accents,  marks  of  elision  and  quantity,  and  high  stops  were  freely 
inserted  by  the  scribe  himself.  The  circumstance  that  this  is  the  first  papyrus 
fragment  of  the  Ajax  to  be  discovered  gives  it  a  certain  interest,  but  it  is  too  short 
to  be  of  very  serious  value.  A  new  variant  in  1.  699,  which  has  apparently  left 
a  trace  in  Suidas,  is  likely  to  be  right,  as  is  another  new  reading  in  1.  756,  and  the 
quality  of  this  text  seems  to  have  been  distinctly  high.  The  division  of  lines  in  the 
choric  passage  is  the  same  as  that  in  the  Laurentianus  (L). 

Recto. 

id)  m  Flap  [n  av 

695  5i  UcLv  IIa\y  aAmXay/crc  Kv\ 

XavLas  '^L\ovoKTV7rov 
ireTpaias  [airo  SetpaSo^  (paprjO  co 
)(o[poTroL  ava^  orrcos  poL 
MvcTLa  K[pco(tl  op^'qpar  avToSarj 
700  ^ijvw  i[aylf7j^ 

PUP  y[ap  epoL  peXei  yopevaai 
iKapLcop  [S  vnep  TreXayecop 
pbXcop  [cLpa^  AttoXXcop 
6  AdXL09  \evypco(TTOs 
705  epoL  ^v\pH't]  Sia  TtapTos  ev<ppoop 

Verso. 

753  Kar  r}pap  Tovp(pap]€^  [to  pup  toc6 

[Aiapd  VTTO  (TKrjpaLcri  pT]S]  a(p%PT  €dp 
755  ^COPT  €KeLPOP  €l(Tl8€]tP  OiXoi  7rOT€- 

[eXa  yap  avrop  T7]pS  €0]  7)pepap  poprjv 
AQapas  prjPLS  cos]  607;  Xeycop* 


1615.  SOPHOCLES,  AJAX 


163 


[ra  yap  Trepiacra  Kauoyr}T]a  acopara 
\TnTTTeLv  ^ap€LaL9  7Tpo9  &\e(i)v  SvaiTpa^LaLS 
760  [€0acrx  0  pavTLS  o<jtls  ai^d]pa)7roy  cfivcriv 

\p\a(TT(ov  €Tr€LTa  prj  Kar]  ai^dpco7T[o]y  <ppovfji' 
[K€iyo$  S  an  olkcov  ev6v9]  e^oppSpei/os 
[ai^ov9  Ka\co9  Xeyoj/ros*]  evpeOrj  narpo?' 

[0  pep  yap  avTOP  eppenet  Te]Kp[o]p  Sopi 


699.  Muo-ta;  Nuo-ta  MSS.,  a  reading  which  seemed  appropriate  enough  in  view  of  the 
close  connexion  between  Pan  and  Dionysus.  But,  as  was  observed  by  Mr.  A.  C.  Pearson, 
Mvo-trt  is  probably  right.  Pan  was  the  cult-companion  of  the  Mother  of  the  gods  (Schol. 
Pind.  Py,  iii.  137),  and  in  Strabo  466  the  Curetes  are  connected  with  Upovpyias  .  .  .  nept  re 

TTjV  Tov  Alos  TraidoTpocpiai/  rfjp  iv  Kp^riy  /cat  tovs  prjrpos  roiv  Beoip  opyiaapovs  iv  Trj  ^pvyia  koX  to  is 

7T€p\  TTip'^lBrju  T^p  Tpo}iK^p  TOTTOis,  Thc  region  of  Trojan  Ida  was  in  Mysia  (Jebb  on  Ai,  720), 
and  Kpoxria  in  1.  699  is  no  doubt  rightly  referred  to  the  Curetes,  In  the  scholia  on  1.  699 
as  quoted  by  Suidas  s.y,  Nvo-m  is  the  following  note  :  Nuo-ta*  opx^iLaros  eldos.  t^p  yap  opxf}~ 
(T€Ci>p  rj  p€P  h€p€KVPTiaKYi  XcycTot,  ^  he  KpjyTiK^,  17  5e  ^1,  17  kol  TTVppl^T}  with  L),  Nvcrta  ovp  ra 

BepeKvPTia'  Nvcr/a?  yap  e(TTip  17  Bepc/cwriaK^,  Ki^cuo'/a  fj  KprjTiKr},  ip  'WLvcrla  yap  Kai  Kpmo'a'S 

impeX^s  17  opx^o’is*  Mvaia  there  has  been  corrected  to  Nva/a,  but  in  the  light  of  1615  Nvo'ta 
and  Nvata?  are  to  be  corrected  to  Mvaia  and  Mvcrtasj  for  what  has  Nysa  to  do  with  the 
Berecynthian  Mother  ?  If  Nysa  and  Dionysus  are  got  rid  of,  everything  fits  together,  and 
Sophocles  is  brought  into  line  with  Strabo;  cf.  also  Virg.  Aen,  ix.  619  buxus  .  .  .  Bere- 
cyniia  Alatris  Idaeae^  and  Lucr.  ii.  61 1  sqq.  Idaeam  vocitant  Alairem^  etc.,  the  Curetes 
being  mentioned  in  I.  633. 

754.  a(f)€pT^:  the  supposed  elision-mark  and  breathing  are  uncertain. 

755.  OeXoi:  so  L;  BeXet  the  recentiores. 


756.  Trjph  ed]  r]p€pap  povrjp :  or  tt}p8€  y]  rjp,  p.\  fjpepa  L;  TrjheB*  fjpepai  the 

recentiores;  some  editors,  objecting  to  the  crasis  of  rjpipa  in  Tragedy,  write  rJS*  e6' 
^pepq  or  Trjh'  ip  ^pepq ;  rfjhe  B^pepq  Jebb.  The  accusative  is  quite  as  good  as  the  dative,  but 
whether  the  scribe  understood  the  passage  is  doubtful,  for  no  stop  is  required  after  poprjp, 
759.  ^apetais  npos  6]€aiP  hvanpa^iats :  SO  MSS.;  but  w'hether  the  supposed  traces  of  is  are 
really  ink  is  not  quite  certain,  especially  as  the  preceding  a  is  rather  large,  so  that  ^apeta  . . . 
hvanpa^iq  may  possibly  have  been  the  reading,  at  any  rate  originally. 

761.  (f>popTji:  so  originally  L,  corr.  by  a  later  hand  to  4>pop^h  reading  of  the 
recentiores.  Jebb  prefers  (fypoprji. 


1616.  Euripides,  Orestes. 

4*2  X  7*8  cm.  Fifth  century. 

A  fragment  from  the  middle  of  a  leaf  of  a  codex  of  Euripides,  containing 
parts  of  Orestes  53-61  and  89-97,  written  on  thin  vellum  with  brown  ink  in  a 
round  calligraphic  uncial  hand  of  probably  the  fifth  century.  Elision-marks  and 
high  stops  at  the  ends  of  lines  are  probably  due  to  the  first  hand :  a  corrector,  who 
used  black  ink,  has  altered  the  reading  in  11.  60  and  91  and  added  occasional 
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accents  and  stops  (in  1.  5^  middle  position).  This  is  the  fifth  fragment  of 

the  Orestes  which  has  been  obtained  from  Egypt ;  cf.  1370.  int.  It  is  too  short  to 
have  much  bearing  on  the  divergences  of  the  MSS.,  but  has  a  new  reading  which 
may  be  right  in  1.  61.  The  verso  is  in  much  worse  condition  than  the  recto.  1623 
was  found  with  1616. 


Recto. 

53  [r]K€L  ya\p  y[riv  MereXecwy  Tpoias  airo 
[Ai/z]ei/a  Se  Na[v7r\ieLoi^  eKTrXrjpcov  nXaTr] 

55  \a]<TaLO‘Lv  oppei  Sapov  e/c  [Tpoias  \povov 
[a]Aa4cr4  irXayyOeL^^  rrjv  Se  S[rj  iroXvaTOvov 
EXevqv  ^vXa^as  vvKra  pr}  [r4y  ei<riScoi/ 
pe6"  'qpepav  (TTei'^ovaay  [oav  vtt  IXlco 
7ra[45Vy  T^Qvacnv  eis  7riT[p(oi^  eXOt]  /SoAay 

60  [7rp]ov7repylre^  €L9  Scop  7}p€[T€pov  eariv  S  ecrco 
[KXaiovo"  a]SeX(p[rjv  (ri;]^0opas‘  t[€  Scoparcoy 

Verso. 

89  [e|  ovnep  aipa  yeueOXioy  KaT]r}yy[(r€y 

90  [co  peXeos  r\  re/coucra  Q  coy  Si(oX]eTO' 

[oi^rcoy  KaKOLS* 

[TTpoy  Occov  7n66\L  av  Sr]Ta  poi  ri  rrapOevc' 

[cos*  acrxoAos*  ye  avyyo]yoy  npocreSpia* 

[^ovXei  ra(f>ov  poi]  irpos  KaaLyyrjTrjs  poX[€]i[v 

95  [prjrpos  KeXeveis:]  tjjs  €prjs  tlvos  XCLp[ty 
\Kop7]^  anapxas  Ka]L  xo«y  ^epovcra  epas 
[aoL  S  ovx^  6epL]Toy  wpo?  04A[co]i'  0T€4x[e44/  Tacjooy 

53-  w  Ls :  e?  edd.,  as  in  1.  59  and  60. 

58.  The  supposed  accent  on  areixovaav  is  somewhat  uncertain,  being  really  over  the 
X :  but  in  1.  59  the  accent  on  tt^tIpcov  (which  is  also  not  quite  certain)  is  above  the  t. 

59.  7r€T[pa>v:  nirpav  Cod.  Parisinus  2713;  n^TpSiv  other  AISS.;  Trerpcoi^  edd.  Cf. 
1.  58,  n.  Whether  1616  had  iKBrj  with  most  MSS.  or  with  Vat.  is  of  course  uncertain. 

61.  cru]^^opa9  :  <Tvp.<Popdv  AISS.  Cf.  int. 

91.  The  first  hand  may  have  written  3  letters  where  was  substituted  by  the 
corrector.  The  AISS.  vary  between  drrfiprjKev  (so  1616  corn,  the  Marcianus  and  edd.), 
d7TfipT]Ka,  and  diTHpr^K  ivj  but  the  original  reading  here  seems  to  have  been  different. 

97.  the  MSS.  vary  between  <^tXa)z/  and  <f>LKov:  <l>i\<ov  edd.  a>  suits  the  size  of 

the  lacuna  here  better  than  o. 


1617.  ARISTOPHANES,  PLUTUS 


1617.  Aristophanes,  Phttiis. 

23*5  X  i6*7  cm.  Fifth  century. 

Part  of  a  sheet  containing  two  leaves  of  a  papyrus  codex  of  Aristophanes,  one 
of  which  has  most  of  the  first  60  lines  of  the  Pluttis^  a  play  not  hitherto  repre¬ 
sented  in  papyri,  while  of  the  other  leaf  only  a  small  fragment  is  preserved,  which 
is  insufficient  for  purposes  of  identification.  The  script  is  a  mixture  of  uncial  and 
cursive  in  a  style  resembling  that  of  1599,  but  somewhat  later  in  date,  and 
probably  belongs  to  the  fifth  century,  like  most  of  the  extant  fragments  of 
Aristophanes  upon  papyrus.  The  breathings  and  most  of  the  accents,  which  are 
fairly  numerous,  are  by  the  original  scribe,  who  used  brown  ink  ;  but  some  accents 
were  added  in  black  ink,  presumably  by  a  different  person.  The  stops,  consist¬ 
ing  of  double  dots  marking  a  change  of  speaker  or  single  high  points,  are,  except 
at  the  end  of  1.  35,  by  the  first  hand,  as  are  probably  the  name  of  the  speaker 
against  1.  22,  the  glosses  on  11.  34,  39,  and  51,  the  iotas  adscript,  which  were  usually 
omitted  in  the  first  instance,  and  all  the  corrections  except  perhaps  that  in  1.  13 
and  the  correction  or  gloss  in  1.  17.  An  omission  of  two  lines  after  1.  19  seems  to 
have  been  made  good  by  an  addition  at  the  bottom. 

The  corrected  text  is  fairly  accurate,  and  shows  the  same  tendency  as  that 
observable  to  a  marked  degree  in  1374  ( Wasps)  to  support  the  Venetus 
(11.  17,  22,  32,  33,  40)  rather  than  the  Ravennas  (11.  38,  43,  51,  but  all  points 
of  minor  importance).  In  two  places  (Ik  4  and  50)  it  agrees  with  the  Parisinus  (A) 
against  both  R  and  V.  The  only  new  variant  occurs  in  1.  49,  ravff  for  rou^’,  which 
makes  no  difference  to  the  sense.  The  difficulties  in  11.  17 j  46,  and  48  are  not 
affected,  the  reading  of  the  MSS.  being  apparently  confirmed  in  each  case.  The 
circumstance  that  the  Phitus  begins  at  the  top  of  a  page  suggests  that  this  play 
was  the  first  of  the  codex,  as  in  R  and  V  :  the  same  argument  applied  to  1371-4 
made  the  Clouds  the  first  play  of  that  collection  ;  cf.  1371.  int. 

Fol.  I  recto. 

o)?  apya\kov  7rpay//’[]^aJ[  ecmv  co  Zev  K\at  Qeot 
SovXov  yevkaOai  7rapa(j)povovp\T0S  SeairoTOv 
rji/  yap  ra  (SeXTicrO*  6  Oepancoi/  A€^[a?  TV)(rj 
So^t]^  Se  fXT]  Spay  ravra  K€KT[r]p€}^co 
5  avdyKt]  rov  6epd7rouT[a  tccv  kukoov 

Tov  (rd)paro9  yap  ovk  ed  tov  Kvpioy  [ 

Kpareiv  0  Saipcou  aXXa  tov  €a)v[7}p€vov 
Kac  TUVTa  pev  Srj  ravra*  5[e  Ao'\^\La 
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09  OecnricoSeL  Tpi-rroSos  6/c  ')(^pv[(Tri\aTov 
lo  jiepL^iv  SiKaiav  fie jKpo fiat  T[avTr}i/  on 

iUTpos  coi^  Kai  pavTL9  005  (paaLp  [<ro(f)09 
7 

peXavyoXcovT  aTreTrepyfrep  po[v  top  SecnroTrfp 

TT 

o<ttl[9  aK]oX[ov0€]i  ap6[pQ)7rov  TV(f>Xov 

T\ovpaPTLOP  8p(OP  7]]  TrpoarjK  avrco  [Troieip 
15  [01  yap  ^Xe7roPT€9]  tol?  TV(pXoi9  r][yovpeOa 

o[vT09  S  aKoXovdei  K]api  7rpo<T^i[a^€TaL 

]  • 

K[aL  TavT  a7roKpLPo]fjL€Poy  to  7rap[a7rap  ovSe  ypv 
€7[ct)  pep  ovp  ou/o]  ea6  O7r[oo9  (nyrfcropaL 
19  Yjp  pr)  (ppaarj^  0  [tl  tcoS  aKoXovOovpep  TroTe 

22  Xp€fi  pa  Ai  aXX  a(pe[X]a>p  top  cr[Te(papop  rjp  Xv7rr]9  tl  pe 
I’pa  paXXop  [oe]Ay7y[5]*  X^[po9  ov  yap  iravaopat 
irpLP  ap  (ppacTTfS  poi  Tf[y  ttot  ecTTip  ovtoltl 
.'<5  [evpov9  yap  cop]  aoi  [nvpdapopaL  trapv  acpoSpa 

6  lines  lost 


Fol.  I  verso. 

32  [e7repr}(ro]pepo9  ovp  (pLyoprip  coy  top  deop 

ai 

[top  epop]  pep  avTov  tov  TaXencopov  ayeSop 

[r]Srf  popL]((o[p]  eKTeTO^evcrOai  ^lop'  (KiifUklTfayai  a[7ro 

«  K  H  ”  ,  \€\onr€mi 

35  [TOP  0  vlop]  ocnrep  cop  popos  poi  Tvyyaper 

[7Tev(jope]po9  €L  ypt)  peTa^aXopTa  Toi;[y]  Tpo7rov9 
[eipaL  7rap]ovpyop*  uycey  prjSe  ep 

[coy  TOO  ^l]co  tout  avTO  popicra?  crvpcpepeip : 

€lir€V 

[tl  ST]Ta  ^o]l^o9  eXaKep  eK  t^p  cTTeppaTCOP* 

40  [neva-eL  cra0]ooy  yap  0  Oeos  eLire  poL  TaSL* 

at 

[oTco  ^vpap]Trjo‘epL  irpodTOP  e^Loop 

[€/C€X6i;cr€  rojyroi;  prf  pedLeadaL  p  €ti* 

[ireideLP  epavTco^  ^vpaKoXov6eLp  oiKaSe[:] 

[/cat  TOO  ^vp]apTdL9  SrjTa  tt/ocotoo'  :  tov[t]co^  : 
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[efT  01)  ^vvL\(eLS  7T]v  ^Trl^oiav  rov  0eo]u 
\(f)pa^ov(Ta}v  CO  aKaiorarle  croL  (ra^ecrrara 
\a<TKeLv  Tov\  viov  rov  eTn\yo:>pLov  rpoirov 

[rm  TOVTO  KpCyeis :  57;X[or'  otitj  Kai  TV(pX]co 

ravO* 

[yj/coi/ai  5o/c]€i  cos*  acpoSp  [ecrrc  avp(pepo]i/ 

[to  pr]Sei^  aa]KeLv  v[yL€^  tco  i/vi/]  ^povm  [: 

[OVK  €0*0  OTTCOy  o]  ^prjapOS  €19  TOVTO  p€7r€l  <p€^[€Tai 

[aXX  ec9  eTepoy  tl  pe]L^oy  :  r]y  S  ^pdarji 

[00*T4S“  7T0T  €(TTLy  ojl^TOO*!’  KaL  t[o]i;  XOLp^V 
[kul  tov  Seopevos:^ 


rjfiojv 

[nvOoiped  ay  Toy  ^  [yoei 

[aye  Stj  au  rrorepoy  aavToy  ocr]rt[9  €cl  (f)[^pa(T€L9 

4  lines  lost 


Fol.  2  verso. 
1 1  lines  lost 
72  a  .  [ 

17  lines  lost 


Fol.  %  recto. 

10  lines  lost 

_ . ^  • 

]  •  •  Tf  •  •  .<• 

17  lines  lost 


4.  ravra  the  accent  is  due  to  the  corrector,  ravra  A  ;  r*  avra  u  *  ravra  RV. 

12.  aTr€TT€yi.y\r€v  \  1.  a7ren-e/i\/^€. 

17.  a7TOKpipo\fi€Pov  :  or  a7rofcpti'o]jLt€t/ot,  which  is  equally  difficult ;  dnoKpivop^pco  R;  dnoKpivo- 
p€Pov  VAU ;  dTroKpLp6p€Pos  Bentley.  The  interlinear  writing  does  not  seem  to  refer  to  the 
termination  of  the  word  and  may  be  a  gloss,  as  in  1.  39 ;  but  it  is  not  certain  that 
anything  was  written  before  ai,  and,  as  Dr.  R.  T.  Elliott  remarks,  at  may  be  merely 
a  variation  of  spelling  of  e;  cf.  II.  33,  41. 

19.  The  partly  obliterated  sign  against  this  line  seems  to  be  distinct  from  the  abbrevia¬ 
tion  of  Xp€p{v\os)  immediately  below  and  to  refer  to  the  omission  of  11.  20-1,  which  were 
presumably  supplied  in  the  lower  margin. 

22.  a(j)t[\^(DP :  so  VAU  5  R.  adds  yc. 

32,  tos :  so  VAU  :  npbs  R. 

33,  rod :  so  VAU  I  om.  R. 

34  marg.  Similar  but  not  verbally  corresponding  notes  on  iKr€ro^€v(TSai  occur  in  the 
extant  scholia. 

37.  There  was  possibly  a  stop  (one  or  even  two  dots)  after  tv,  but  none  is 
required. 

38.  avTOl  so  RAU  (auTo)  :  ojVTtot  COrr.  from  aurwt(.^)  V, 

(TvpL(j>€p€iP  :  so  RV  j  ^vp(f>,  AU.  Cf.  1.  43? 

39.  €L7r€p  is  an  explanation  of  tXa^tv,  not  a  variant.  Double  dots  are  expected  at  the 
end  of  the  line,  and  perhaps  the  lower  one  has  been  effaced. 
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40.  raSt  :  SO  V  ;  rodl  RAU, 

42.  Whether  the  papyrus  had  cKeXevo-e  with  VAU  or  cKeXevc  with  R  is  uncertain. 

43.  ^vvaKoXovB€7v :  so  RAU ;  a-wuK.  \,  Cf.  I.  38,  n. 

45-  :  so  RV  5  ^vvir}9  AU. 

46.  (j)paCov(Ta\v :  SO  MSS. ;  (jypa^ovTos  Cobet.  The  traces  of  the  last  letter  suit  v, 
but  not 

48  .  Tv^Xjo) :  so  MSS.;  Tv(f)\6s  Hemsterhuys.  The  reading  of  the  vestiges  is  very 
uncertain,  and  possibly  there  was  a  stop  at  the  end  of  the  line. 

49.  Tavd :  Tovd'  MSS.  rav6'  would  be  more  likely  to  become  roC^’  in  view  of  the  following 
(Tvp(l)€pov  than  vice  versa. 

50.  :  so  AU ;  R ;  eret  (with  yp.  y4vei  koi  marg.)  V, 

51.  €is :  so  RAU;  eyW. 

51  marg.  For  <^6p[eTai  (a  note  on  peVei)  cf.  Schol.  Junt.  cfyeperai,  dno^XeTru  ktX,  But 
the  vestiges  are  very  doubtful. 

52.  p^YCov :  :  R  also  marks  a  change  of  speaker  here,  assigning  tjv  6’  ^plv  kt\,  to  ^ep(d7ra)j/), 
i.  e.  Kapi(0Vj  and  1.  56  originally  to  XpiepvXos), 


1618.  Theocritus,  Idjls  v,  vii,  xv. 

Fr.  7  24-4  X  24  cm.  Fifth  century.  Plate  IV  (Col.  x). 

These  fragments  of  a  papyrus  codex  of  Theocritus,  originally  about  40  in 
number,  combined  with  the  exception  of  a  few  minute  scraps,  which  are  not 
printed,  to  form  parts  of  four  leaves,  of  which  two  containing  Id.  v.  53-end  and  vii. 
1-13  are  successive,  and  a  third  (vii.  68-117)  is  only  separated  from  the  second  by 
an  interval  of  one  leaf,  while  the  fourth  (xv.  38-100)  may  have  come  much  later. 
A  narrow  selis  of  the  third  leaf  (Cols,  vii-viii)  was  joined,  so  that  the  verso  corre¬ 
sponds  to  the  recto  of  the  rest  of  the  leaf.  All  the  leaves  are  much  damaged, 
especially  the  first,  of  which  the  recto  is  barely  legible  anywhere  owing  to  the  dis¬ 
colouration  of  the  papyrus,  and  the  second,  which  is  in  almost  the  last  stage  of 
decay,  so  that  decipherment  is  sometimes  precarious.  The  script  is  a  good-sized 
somewhat  irregular  uncial  with  a  tendency  to  cursive  forms,  especially  in  a  and  A, 
and  resembles  the  Cairo  Menander  Plates  D  and  E  and  1369  (Oedipus  Tyr annus  ; 
Part  xi,  Plate  vii) :  it  most  probably  belongs  to  the  fifth  century  rather  than  the 
early  part  of  the  sixth.  Iota  adscript  was  generally  omitted.  The  height  of  the 
column  varies  from  32  lines  in  Col.  ix  to  25  in  Cols,  vii-viii.  The  first  hand  was 
responsible  for  a  few  corrections,  for  the  marks  of  elision  throughout,  and  in 
Id.  vii  for  a  number  of  accents  and  breathings,  besides  a  breathing  in  v.  114. 
Elsewhere  in  Id.  vii,  i.  e.  in  Col.  viii  frequently  and  more  sparsely  in  Cols,  iv  and 
vii,  accents  and  breathings  were  inserted  by  a  corrector,  who  was  not  appreciably 
later  than  the  first  hand  and  revised  Id.  v  and  vii  (not  always  very  intelligently ; 
cf.  vii.  ici,  n.),  but  apparently  not  xv,  altering  a  number  of  readings  and  adding 
a  few  interlinear  glosses  (vii.  iic)  and  stops  (vii.  77). 
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The  published  fragments  of  Theocritus  from  Egypt  have  hitherto  been  very 
exiguous,  being  limited  to  694,  which  contains  parts  of  xiii.  19-34  (2nd  cent.), 
some  tiny  vellum  scraps  of  Id.  i,  iv,  v,  xiii,  xv,  xvi,  xxii  (Wessely,  Wiener  Stud. 
1886, 220  sqq.  and  Mittheil.  Pap.  Rain.  ii.  78  sqq. ;  5th  or  6th  cent.),  and  of  xi  and 
xiv  {Berliner  Klassikertexte  v.  i,  p.  55  ;  7th  ?  cent.),  and  a  small  piece  of  scholia  on 
v,  38-49  {op.  ciL  V.  I,  p.  56;  I  St  or  2nd  cent.),  all  of  them  being  practically 
worthless.  Hence,  pending  the  publication  of  the  nearly  contemporary  and  very 
much  longer  fragments  of  a  Theocritus  codex  found  by  Johnson  at  Antinoe,  1618 
is  in  spite  of  its  lamentable  condition  the  first  papyrus  contribution  of  any 
value  for  the  text  of  that  author.  The  Greek  Bucolic  poets  are  thought  to 
have  been  collected  two  centuries  after  Theocritus  by  Artemidorus,  whose  son 
Theon  edited  Theocritus  alone  with  a  commentary.  Additions  to  the  collection 
were  made  by  other  grammarians  down  to  the  second  century,  and  in  the  fifth  and 
sixth  centuries  the  Bucolic  poets  were  much  studied,  but  afterwards  they  suffered 
a  long  period  of  neglect.  When  in  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  centuries  MSS.  of 
them  make  their  appearance,  the  collection  of  Artemidorus  had  been  reduced  to 
a  nucleus  of  poems  of  Theocritus  {Id.  i,  iii-xiii)  accompanied  by  varying  additions. 
The  leading  position  in  the  MSS.  is  assigned  to  K  (13th  cent.),  which  contains 
Id.  i,  vii,  iii-vi,  viii-xiv,  ii,  xv,  xvii,  xvi.  .  .  .  Other  important  MSS.  or  groups  of 
MSS.  are  (i)  B,  a  lost  codex  which  was  the  basis  of  the  edition  of  Callierges  and 
the  Juntine  (both  1516),  and  apparently  had  i— xvii  in  nearly  the  same  order  as  K; 
(2)  PQT  (all  14th  cent.),  which  have  the  order  i,  v,  vi,  iv,  vii,  iii,  viii-xiii,  xv,  xiv, 
ii  .  .  . ;  (3)  H  (i3th-i4th  cent.)  with  the  order  i-xv,  xviii  .  .  . ;  S  (14th  cent.) 
with  the  order  i-xiv,  iTriTacpios  Blgdvos,  xv— xviii ;  (4)  M  (13th  cent),  considered  to 
be  the  second-best  MS.  for  the  earlier  poems,  with  the  order  i-xvii ;  (5)  V  (late 
T4th  cent.)  and  Triclinius  (c.  1300)  with  the  same  order  as  PQT  up  to  xiii, 
followed  by  ii,  xiv,  xv .  .  . ;  (6)  AEU  (all  J4th  cent  )  with  the  order  i-xviii ; 
(7)  O  (i2th  cent. ;  the  oldest  MS.,  but  still  imperfectly  collated)  containing  only 
V.  62-viii,  allied  to  AE.  In  Id.  xv,  where  the  divergences  of  the  MSS.  are  much 
greater  than  in  v  and  vii,  L  (14th  cent.),  containing  v.  55-xv  .  .  .  but  imperfectly 
collated  in  the  earlier  poems,  supports  V  Tricl. 

1618,  as  would  be  expected  from  its  comparatively  late  date,  does  not  present 
a  very  correct  text ;  cf.  1614.  Apart  from  the  usual  difficulties  arising  out  of  the 
dialect  and  minor  errors  such  as  /ixer’  for  /xey’  in  vii.  100,  coot  for  o(tt  in  vii.  103,  av 
for  ov  in  xv.  54,  avras  for  avrai  or  avra  in  xv.  67,  more  serious  corruptions  occur 
in  vii.  73  Ta  Hares  for  ras  Eeveas,  xv.  99  (pOey^eL  [rt]  o-cp*  for  (pdey^etTat  ri  (ra(p\  In  v 
1618  tends  to  support  K  against  M  (11.  iii,  115-16,  118,  148;  57  and  146  are 
doubtful) ;  but  in  vii  the  opposite  tendency  is  just  as  noticeable  (11.  79,  90,  109 ; 
against  11.  81-2,  85,  112),  and  in  general  the  eclecticism  of  the  papyrus  is  evident. 
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In  V  and  vii  new  readings  are  rare,  being  confined  to  vii,  75  air*  iipvovro  for  aire 
(t)vovTL  and  vii.  112  "'E(3p(D  irap  Trora/xw  for  "'E^pov  Trap  iroTapLov  (both  easier  than  the 
reading  of  the  MSS.),  and  vii.  92  iv  ^[peai  for  av  wpea,  which  makes  no  difference 
to  the  sense.  The  difficulties  in  v.  118  and  145  recur,  though  in  v.  116, 
where  all  the  MSS.  except  S  have  gone  astray,  1618  has  the  right  reading. 
In  XV,  however,  where  the  text  of  Theocritus  is  in  a  much  more  unsettled  con¬ 
dition,  there  are  several  novelties  of  importance.  Chief  of  these  is  [Tr€pv]<Tiv 
in  1.  98,  confirming  a  generally  accepted  conjecture  of  Reiske  for  the  corrupt 
(T7i€pxf>v  or  Tripx^rjv  of  the  MSS.  Other  valuable  readings  are  aKaOicos  in  1.  72J 
which  seems  to  account  for  the  variants  of  the  MSS.,  and  6  Krfv  'Ax4povT]t  0[tAlrj0€tj 
which  removes  a  difficulty  in  1.  86  ;  but  in  1.  38  /<ar€r[7rej  does  not  solve  the 
problem  of  that  corrupt  passage,  /xr)  aTroTrXayxdrj 9  (or  pL'q  m:\avY}6fis  in  1.  67  is  also 
attractive,  and  eWe  for  et  rt  in  1.  70  may  be  right,  as  possibly  XaXevcraL  for  AaXeii/xes 
in  1.  92.  Considering  the  fragmentary  condition  of  Cols,  ix-x,  the  gains  are  not 
inconsiderable,  and  1618  as  a  whole  is  an  interesting  specimen  of  a  text  which 
stands  apart  from  the  existing  families  of  MSS.  and  seems  to  have  been  at 
least  as  good  as  that  of  K.  That  in  the  later  poems,  from  xiv  onwards,  the 
condition  of  the  text  has  suffered  considerably  since  the  fifth  century  is  now 
probable,  but  the  earlier  poems  do  not  seem  to  have  undergone  much  change 
between  the  fifth  and  thirteenth  centuries.  On  this  subject,  however,  much 
fresh  light  may  be  expected  from  the  Antinoe  papyrus,  which  does  not  over¬ 
lap  1618,  and  consists  largely  of  the  later  poems.  ‘ 

With  regard  to  the  order  of  the  Idyls^  the  placing  of  vii  immediately  after 

V  is  without  parallel  in  the  later  MSS.,  but  the  arrangement  in  the  contem¬ 
porary  vellum  fragments  published  by  Wessely,  in  which  v  followed  iv  and 
xxii  followed  xiii,  xv  being  also  represented,  was  possibly  identical.  The 
occurrence  of  fragments  of  xv  in  conjunction  with  v  and  vii  suggests  that  xv 
occupied  an  earlier  position  than  usual,  but  the  absence  of  revision  in  xv 
supports  the  natural  presumption  that  this  poem  followed,  not  preceded, 

V  and  vii,  whether  the  interval  was  large  or  small. 

Col.  i  (Frs.  1-2  recto). 

V.  53  [(TTacrco  Se  KpaTrjpa  peyav  X]€U(cojo  yaXa^ro? 

[ra^y  Nvp^ais  araaco  Se  kul  aSeos]  aWou  eXam 
55  \aL  Se  K€  Kai  tv  poXrjs  airaXav  TTrepCy  coSe  TraxT^cray 
[kul  yAa^coj/  avOevcrav  v7Tea\(TeLTaL  Se  ^^ipaipau 
[Seppara  rav  irapa  riu  paXaKcorepa  7roX^XaKi9  apvwv 
[(TTaaco  S  OKTco  pev  yavXoas  to)  Tlav\  yaXa^roy 
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[o/CTO)  (TKacpiSas  fieXiTos  TrXea  xripY  €^oio-ay 
60  \avTo6e  fjLOL  TTOTepiaSc  Kai  avToOf:  j8oi;^o]Aia(r5€i; 

\Tav  aavTco  nar^cov  ra?  Spva^  aXXa  rjiy  • 

[ri?  Kpipei  ai6  euSoi  nod  0  ^ovkoXos  co^e]  AvKconaf 
[ovSep  eyco  TTjvoy  noTiSevopai  aXXa  tov  au]Spa 
[at  Xrjs  TOP  SpvTopov  ^coaTprjaopes  oy  ray  €p(]LKas 
65  [jT/i/ay  ray  napa  tip  ^vXo^t^eTai  ecrri  Se  Mopa](op 

1 5  lines  lost 

Col.  ii*  (Frs.  1-2  verso). 

81  Aa(f)pLp  fy[ft)]  5’  avTais  x[i/zapct)y  Svo  npap  noK  eOvaa 
Kai  yap  ep  DnoXXcop  [(piXeei  peya  Kat  KaXop  avroa 
\kpl\op  eyo)  /Soa/co)  [ra  8^  Kapp^a  Kai  8rj  e^epnei 
nXap  8vo  ray  Ao[i7ray  8i8vpaTOKos  aiyas  aJ^eAyo) 

85  Kai  p  a  nais  n[o6opev(Ta  raXap  Aeyei  auroy]  apeXyei9 
0€L>  cp^v  AaK(L[p  TOL  TaXapoos  ayjE8op  eiKaTi  nXrjpoi 
Tvpco  Kai  TOP  [ap7]^op  ep  avdecri  naL8a  poXvpei 
^aXXei  Kat  pd^Xotat  top  atnoXop  a  KXeaptorTa 
ray  atyas  na[p^X(opTa  Kat  a8v  tl  nonnvXia(T8€i 
90  KTjpe  [yap  0  KpaTi8a9  top  notpeva  Aeroy  vnapTcop 
€Kpai[p€L  Xinapa  8€  nap  av^epa  aeuT  edeipa 
aXX*  ov  av[p^X7]T  eaTi  KVPoa^aTO^  ov8  apepccpa 
TTpo9  p[o8a  Tcop  ap87)pa  nap  aipaaLatat  netpvKet 

15  lines  lost 

Col.  iii  (Frs.  3-6  recto). 

I  line  lost 

no  TOL  TeTTiy€[9  o]p[rjTe  top  atnoXop  coy  ^p^di^co 
[oi^rcojy  xvp^9  6r}p  €/)€0icr5€r[€  rcoy  KaXap€VTa9 
[pi(re]co  ray  8a(TyKepK09  aX[con€^Ka9  at  [ra  M1K00P09 

^yi<T 

[ai€t  0oi]rcoaat  ra  no[6«Tnepa  p]a8opTi 
[/ca]c  yap  eyco  ptq‘€[co  rcoy  Kap6]apo9  ot  Ta  ^iX[cop8a 
1 15  [cn;]^a  KaTaTpa>yoPT€9  vnapeptot  cpopeopjat 

[rj  o]y  pepprjn  ot  eycop  tv  KaTrjXaaa  Kat  tv  a€crap[coy] 
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[61^]  7roT€KLyK\L^ev  Kai  Ta^  Spvo9  Trjpas 

TOVTO  fi€P  ov  fiefivafl^  6\Ka  fiav,  iroKa  reiSe  Tif  S[rj(Ta^ 
Ey/iapa^  eKudrjpe  yaX[G)y  paX]a  tovto  y  La[apL 
V.  120  [TjSrj]  TLS  Mop(T[oi>v  Tri\Kpa[iveTai  77  ovy^i  irapaiaOev 
(TKi\X]a9  Lcoy  ypaias  airo  a-a[paTOS  avTiKa  TiXXeiv 
[KTfyco  pay  Ky]eL(co  Mopacoy  riya  Kai  r[v  Se  Xevaaeis 

4  lines  lost 

127  [a  Trai]^  ay[6  vSaro^  ra  KaXiriSt,  Krjpia  ^ayjraL 

[rat  pe]y  fp[cct  KVTiaoy  re  Kai  aiyiXoy  aiyes  eSoyn 
^[aL  (j\)(^OLyoy  TT[aTeoyrL  Kai  ey  Kopapoicrt  Keoyri 
130  [TaL\(ji  S*  epais  [oieaaL  irapecrTL  pey  a  peXireia 

[0e]^^€ff0a£  [ttoXXos*  8e  Kai  a>S“  po8a  klctOos  eiravOeL 
[oi;]^  epap  A[XKL7nras  on  pe  irpay  ovk  e^LXr](Te 
[T]coy  coTcoy  Ka[6eXQi(r  oKa  01  ray  (f>a<TO‘ay  eScoKa 
aXX  eyoo  Ey[pr}Sev9  epapai  peya  Kai  yap  ok  avrco 
135  Tay  (TVpiyy  [co]p[e^a  KaXoy  n  pe  Kapr  e(f)iXr)aey 
ov  Oepirov  A  aKcoy  nor  arjSoya  Kicraas  epiaSeiy 
ovS*  erroTra^  K[vKyoL(n  rv  8  co  raXay  ecrai  (jiiXey6r}S 

Col.  iv  (Frs.  3-6  verso). 

I  line  lost 

[8(opeLTaL  Mopacoy  ray  apyL8a  Kai  rv]  8e  6vaa[^ 

140  [ra^y  Nvp^ais  Mopacoyi  Ka]Xoy  Kpea^  avriKa  7re[p\jfoy 
[nepylrco  yat  roy]  Il\aya  4^pf]lfoca[a]c[o]  TT\a\aa  rpayLa\K(ov 
\yvy  ayeXa]  Kr]y(o\y  yap  l8  ft)]?  /^fya  [roi^ro]  Kay^a\^(o 
[Karrco  A]aK(oyo9  r[co  iroipeyos  orn  tto^k  r]87] 

[ayv]aapay  roy  (f-pyoy  6?  copavoy  [vppiy^  ccXevpai 
145  epai  Oapaeire  Kepov^t8e9  avp[Lo]y  vppe 

Tvaaas  eyco  Xoua^co  ^v^apiTL8os  ey8od[t]  XLp[ya9 
ovTos  0  X6i;/c47[a]9  o  Kopy7r[TiX]os  ei  TL[y'] 
ray  aiycoy  cpXaalaco]  ry  7r[pLy  77]  y  KaXX[Le]p7]a[ai 

Tai9  Nvp(f)ais  [Tay  apyoy  0  8  av  iraXiy  aXXa]  y^yocp[oLy 
150  ai  p[rj  rjy  <pX[aaaaLpL  MeX]ay6L09  ciy[n  Kop]aT[a 

•  ••••••••  (szc) 


3  lines  lost 
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vii.  4  [k  Avri.y(Lvr]$  Svo  reKva  AvKomioi  et  rt  [€]a6[Aor 

5  [)(aa)j'  Twv  €T  at>m6ei/  ano  KXvriai  Tf]  Kai  ayrw  [ 

6  [XaXKojvos  Bovpivav  os  €k  ttoBos  avut]  Kpavay 

7  [€i;  y  eiiep^Lo-a/xeno^  nerpa  yovv  Tai]  Se  nap  av[Taj/ 

6  [XaX/cct)>^09  Bovpivav  09  e/c  noSos  avv^  K]pavav  [ 

8  [aiy^ipoL  7r]r€A[ea£  re  ^vctklov  aXcroy 
[)(^Kcopoio‘i]v  n[eraXoLcri  Kar7}pe(j)ee9  Kop]oa)G‘ai 

10  [Kovnci>\  rav  [pe^aaTav  oSov  avvpes  oi;]S€  to  o-ap.a 
[apiv  TO  B]paai[Xa  KarecpaiveTo  Kai  to]v  oSirav 
6[cr6Xoi^  crv]v  M[oLa‘ac(n  KvScovikov  ^v]f^op[€]s  dvSpa 
oyy[opa]  pe[v  AvKiSav  7]9  S  ainoXo^  0L>5e]  K€  tl?  [^lv 

Cols.  v~vi  lost 
Col.  vii  (Fr.  7  recto). 

68  [Kvv^a  t]’  a(r(f>oSeX[(o  re  7ro]Xi7yi'a/z7rTct)  re  aeXivco 
[Kai  ^^o]/l[a]l  fiaXaK(o[s  pi€pV7Jp]€V0^  AYeayaKxps 

70  [avTaLO‘]Lv  KvXLKe[<T]o‘L  Kai  €[y  Tpvy]a  ^(€4X09  epeiSoov 
[ai;X?^o-]€t'vn[[t']]  Se  poL  Svo  [n]oL p^v\<e\s  pev  A)(apVivs 

[e/9  Se]  AvKioniras  [0]  ^e  T/ti//?o[9  eyyjufle//  ai[o‘€L 
[0)9  no]Ka  Ta  *Eavks  TjpdncraTO  [/la]0r/9  0  ^ovra^ 

f  ^  •  * 

[X^W9]  o/>09  ap(f>  enovuTO  Kai  W9  Spv€9  avTov  €6p[rjv]evv 

75  [I]/^^[p]^  e^vovTo  nap  oyOaiaiv  norapoio 
eyre  \i(ov  o)9  ns  KarerdK^ro  paKpov  v(f^  ATp\ov 
Tj  A6(o'  7]  PoSonav  tj  KavKaaov  ecrxaT6o)[/^]ra 
acre/  S*  0)9  noK  [e]5e/cT0  rov  ainoXov  fvpea  Xdpva^ 

^(obv  eovTa  KaK[a]T<Tiv  aTaaOaXirjo-iv  avaKTOS 

80  0)9  Te  viv  ai  aiplai  X]eip(ov66e  (j)ep^ov  loiaai 
KeSpov  es  aSeiay  [paX]aK0is  dvOeai  peXiaaai 

01 

ovyeKa  yXvKv  Moio[a]  Kara  [aT]6paT0S  veKTap 

[o)]  paKapiare  Kopdra  tv  Orfv  TaSe  Tepnvd  nenovOe[is 
[Ka]i  TV  KaTeKXdaOrjs  e9  Xa[p]vaKa  Kai  tv  peXiaadv 

85  [KTjpia]  (Jyep^op^vos  €tos  [oyp]iov  ^^enovijaas' 

[ai6  en]  epoi  (cooTs  evap[Ld]pios  (o<f>€Xes  ijpev 
[o)9  Toi  ey]ci)v  evopevov  ay  copea  ras  KaXas  aiyas 
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[(pcouas  6i]o’aiW  TV  S'  vtto  Spvcrh  rj  y  yno  7revKa[i9 
[aSv  fie]\i(r86fjL€[u]o9  Acar€^[€]#cA[[€]]t(70  0[€L€]  Kofi[aT]a 
vii.  90  [xco  pel/]  rocra  eiTTCou  aneTravcraTO  \tov  S]€  )w[€r]  (^y[6L9 
[Krjycoi/  t]ol  e(f>(x\pa?v  AvKiSa  (l>L\e  iroXXa  [p]ey  aA[Aa 
[Nvp(p]aL  KTjp  ev  a)[peat  PovK]oX[eoyTa 

Col.  viii  (Fr.  7  verso). 

[ecr^Aa  ra  ttov  Ka]L  Z[c(]yo[9]  €[7r]j  [0]p6y[o]y  dy(p([e  (f)apa 
[aXXa  Toy  eK]  'JTa[y]T(OY  pey  vTTeLpo')(OY  ottl  y  a^tSeiy 
95  [v7r]aKo[v(r]oy  €77:€[4]  0[iA]oy  €yA€[o  Moicrais 

Sipi^iSaL  EpcoTe9  enenTapoy*  17  yap  [0  SeiXo? 

\Too’0‘]oy  [<epa  M]ypT0V9  o[(Toy]  eiapos  alye^  epaylTi 
ApaTO?  S  o  [to]  irdyra  cpiXaiTaTos  ayepi  Tiqyco 
iraiSos  ytro  ajrXdy^yoio'Ly  €^€4  noOoy  oiSey  [ApiaTi^ 

100  eadXo9  ay^p  peT  aptaTOS  by  ovSe  Key  avT09  aeiS[€Ly 
^OLpos  crvy  (fyoppLyyi  rrapa  TpiTroSeacri  perdipoL 
coy  eK  iraiSos  ApaTOS  vtt  oaTeoy  ai6^-eT  epcoTi 
Toy  poL  Hay  OpoXas  epaToy  [7r]eSoy  coore  AlAoy^ay 
aKXrjToy  ;c€[4Vo]40  ^(Xas  e[s  epeiaai^ 

105  €47  ear  apa  ^iXtyos  o  paX[6a]K09  eiTe  tis  aXXos 

Kei  pey  TavO'  epSois  co  n[ay]  cpiXe*  prj  ti  <tv  rralSe? 
ApKaSiKOL  aKLXXa[i]cny  vtto  nXevpa?  Te  Kal  co;w[ot']? 
[T]ayiKa  pauTi^oiey  OTe  Kpea  tvtOol  napeLT}  [ 

€4  S  dX\(o^  yevaaL9  KaTa  pey  \p6a  Trayr  [oi/t>X€0’0'4 

€y  aKaAir]<))ais 

no  SaKyopeyos  Kya[aaLo]  Kai  ey  KyiSaiai  [KadevSoi^ 

[€4]77y  S'  HS[(d\y(t)y  pe[y  e]y  copeai  xe4/4ar[4  pecraco 
[E^]p<i>  Tra[p]  TTorapoi  T[e]Tpappeyo[9  eyyvOey  apKTOv 
ey  Se  6e[pe]t  TrvpaTOiai  [7r]a[p]  Ai[6L]67r€(T(n  y[opevois 
neTpai  [i;7r]o  BXepvcoy  66ey  ovKeTL  Ne[iXos  opaTOS 
115  yppe[9  S  T]eTiSo9  Kal  Bv^XlSos  aSv  X[i7royTe9 

[ya]pa  K[aL  OiKev]yTa  ^ay\6]d^  [e^joy  ainv  ^4[coj/ay 
[co  p]dXo\La'Ly  EpcoTe]^  epe\y6opey]oL(TLy  opo\LOL 


Some  columns  lost 
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Col.  ix  (Frs.  8-16  recto). 

XV.  38  [aAAa  Kara  y\v(ti[iav  an[€^a  roi  rojuro  Kar 

[r(i)/z]7r6^[o]z/oj/  0e/O€  fioi  K\aL  tclv\  6o\l€lv  Kara  [/co(r//oj/ 
40  [a/z^]i0€S‘  ovK  a^co  tv  T€Ky[ov  /zoJ/d^co  SaKy[ei  imros 
[8d\Kf>v€  \o\(ro‘a  ^coAoj/  [8  ov  S]€t  tv  y^v\eG6aL 

[epTTcoyLt^]?  ^pvyia  top  ix\ikkov  TrafJcrSe  Aa^[oiO'a 
[Tap  Kvp*  eja-o)  KaX^crop  T[ap  avXeiap]  a[7roKXa^op 
[00  deoL  oa-a-o]?  iroKa  ro]^ro  ^[fpacraf 

45  [xP^  /ca/co];/  pi;ppa[/C€y  apapL6]fxoL  K[ai  afLeT]po[i 
[noXXa  TOL  co  nT]oX€[paLe  TT^iroLrjTaL  KaXa  ^py]a 
[e^  ct)  ep  aOaparois  0  t€kol>p  ov8€L9  KaKO€py]o9 

3* lines  lost 

51  a\8L\(TTa  [Topyoi  tl  yepoLpeOa  tol  TroXeptcTaL 

i7r7r[o]i  T[a)]  l3[aaiXT]0S  apep  (piXe  prj  pe  naTTjarjs 
[o]p0os*  a[i/]€(7r[a  0  7rvppo9  18  co?  aypio^  KVPoOaparj^ 

Evpo  (TV  (p€[v^7)  8ia)(^p7](T^iTaL  TOP  ayopTa 
55  COPa\0^7]P  p[€yaAcO?  OTL  pOL  to  Pp€(pOS  p€P€L  €p8op 
dap[(reL  Tlpa^ipoa  Kai  8rj  yeyeprjpeO  ottktO^p 
TOL  8  \ePap  €?  ^copap  kuvtu  avpayeipopat  7)87] 

I  line  lost 

[e/c  7r]a£[5o?  (T7r€v8oop€9  o^Ao?  ttoAi;?  appip  eTrippjet 
60  [e|]  ai;A[a?  co]  pa[re]p  ey[coj'  co  TeKPa  7rap€pde]L[p] 
evpape[s:]  ef?  Tpoiap  TT^eipcapePOi  rfp^Oop  Ay^aioi 
[/cajAAccrrai  Trac^coi'  7r[€ipai  Otjp  TraPTa\  TeXuTai 
[XP?7<r]pco?  a  7r[p€crj3urt?  aircoLy^eTO  O^or^TTL^acra 
[nap^Ta  yvpa[LKe9  L(raPTi  Kai  co?  Zev^  ay]ay€0  Hpap 
65  [6a(Ta]t  np[a^Lpoa  Trepi  ra?]  6vp[a9  o(T(to9  o]piXo9 
[0€a*7reato?  Topyoi  5o?]  Tap  Xa]^€  Kai  tv 

[Evpoa  Evtvx^So9  7ro]r  avTa^  prj  [a^iroTrXayx^T^S 
[TTCccrac  ap  €i(7€J'0cop€?]  airpi^  ^X^^  E[v]poa  apcop 
\oipoL  S^iXaia  8iX(^  p^i;]  to  O^pKTTpiop  J}[S]7) 
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CoL  X  (Frs.  8-16  verso).  PJate  iv. 

XV.  70  [<EiCT)(L(rT\aL  TopyoL  7ror-[ro)  Alos  yei/oLO  ' 

[evSaipcoy  coyOpcone  t  oy7r€)(oj/o[i^  p]€v  [ 

[ovK  €7r  pep  o//[a)?  (f>v\a^opaL  0^X09  aXa0€a)[y 

[(oOevvO]^  <»>(T7re[p  i;€?  6ap(Te\  yvvai  ev  K-aXo)  €^/i€S* 

[Kei?  a)/oa]9  Kr}7re[LTa  (piX  a]pSp(OP  ep  KaXco  e[L7j9 
75  [appe  7r€/)i(r]r€X'[X](jo[i'  ^p-qarov  K]oLKTeLppopos  a[pSpo9 
[(pXi^eTai]  Evp[oa  appip  a\y  co  SeiXa  [t]v  ^i[a^ev 
[/c]aXXi(r[T  ep]So[L  iracrai  0  rap  p]vop  a[7roKXa^a9 

[np]a^i[poa]  7ro[Tay  a>Se  ra  7roiK]LXa  7rpaTo[p  aOprjCTOP 
[XejTTTa  \^KaL  0)9  yapiePTa  Oeoop  7repop]a[paTa  (paaei? 

80  [7ro]r^[i  AOrjpata  iroiaL  (r(p  eiropacrap  epiOot 

3  lines  lost 

[ai;roy  S  coy  6ar]T09  err  apyvpea^  KaTaKeLr\aL 
85  \kXl<tp<£>  irpaTOP  lovXop  cltto  Kporacpcop]  )c[ara]SaXXto 
[0  TpKpiXrjTOS  AScopl9  o  ktjp  A)(epop]TL  (l)[iX]rjdeL9 
[TTavcraaO  co  SvcrrapoL  apapvra  /co)rfXX]oia[a]t 
[rpuyopes  etcKpaicrevpTL  7rXareLa(r8oL(jd\L  a\nap^Ta 
[pa  TToOep  (opOpcoTTos  TL  Be  TIP  et  KcoTiXat  eLpe]9 
90  [nacro-apepo?  eniTacrcre  XvpaKoaiaLS  eniTao’^TeL^  [ 

[o)9  etBr]^  Kat  tovto  KopipOiat  eipe^  apcodep] 

[o)9  Kai  0  BeXXepocpcop  TleXoTroppacncrTt  XaX]evaaL  [ 

[5Q)]/3iO'5[6i/  S  e^ecTTL  8o]kco  T0L9  [A]cop[iee]acrL 
prj  01)77  M[eXiT(oSe9  09  apcop]  KapTepo[9]  eLTj 
95  7rXa[j^]  ep[o9  ovk  aXeyco  pr]  pot  Kepea]p  awopa^Tjf 
(T[L]y7]  IIp[a^LPoa  peXXei  top  AScopl]p  aeLSe[ip 
a  Ta9  Apye[La9  6vyaTrj\p  [TroXviBpis  a]of[(So9 
arts  Kai  [7repv](Jip  top  LaX[epop  apicrrevcre 
(pdey^ei  [tl]  a(f>  oiSa  KaXo[p  StaOpvTTTeTai  rfSTj 
100  SecTTTOLP  [a]  FoXyco^  re  Kat  I[SaXiop  ecptXrjcra^ 

V.  53.  The  vestiges  of  11.  33,  56,  58,  60-2,  and  65  are  top  slight  to  give  a  real  clue. 

57.  7ro\]\aKis:  so  KH^Ah:  (and  O  according  to  Wilamowitz,  who,  however,  elsewhere 
states  that  this  XIS.  begins  at  1.  62);  rerpaKis  XIPQTHh  There  are  fairly  distinct  traces 
of  X,  but  possibly  it  was  corrected  from  or  to  p  by  the  first  hand. 

87.  Tvpco  :  the  o)  seems  to  have  been  corrected  from  ov. 
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III.  *  so  K  ;  K  vfifi€s  or  x*  the  rest. 

epe^i(TSeT[e  :  SO  most  MSS.  ;  cpcBi^ere  KMP. 

1 1 4.  eyco:  SO  MSS.;  €yav  edd.  since  Brunck.  Cf.  1.  116,  where  1618  has  eyav,  but 
most  MSS.  and  edd.  eyco. 

1 15.  (f>op€ovTai :  so  KOHA  ;  Troreoi/rat  MPQTV,  V,  1,  in  schol. 

116.  [r]  o]i^ :  7]  is  omitted  by  OPTQ^  Trick,  but  must  have  been  written  here. 

pepvTjn-" :  so  KP  according  to  Hiller;  but  according  to  Wilamowitz  KP  have 

pipva  like  MHA'E,  others  reading  p€pva(r\ 

ot:  £0  MSS.;  ok  Trick,  edd.  For  eywv  cf.  1.  114,  n. 

1 1 7. 

1 18.  pov  TTOKa :  so  K  yp.  (oKa  pav  ttoko  tlv  toi  brja-a^^  M^PQT'H^S*  Trick  ;  pav  the  rest ; 
pav  Tot  Wilamowitz. 

TetSe  :  so  K  ;  Teii'de  P  ;  Q ;  rfjde  MOAS. 

1 2 1.  [cTKtXXjas  ‘icov:  the  reading  is  uncertain,  but  no  variant  is  known. 

129.  cr];(oivoi^ ;  SO  ASL;  Other  MSS.,  edd. 

144.  Toi/:  so  MSS.  except  (toi/;  so  edd.). 

145.  KepovxiSes :  SO  MSS.  KepovXiSes  and  KepovXKibes  are  vv.  11.  in  the  scholia;  KepovTtbes 
Ahrens. 

146.  Xip[i/aff  :  so  MAE  ;  but  the  vestiges  are  too  slight  to  decide  with  certainty  between 
this  and  Kpa[vas  (KOP). 

148.  Tj  y  [e^pe  :  SO  KO  &c. ;  ?  ipe  MTQ  Tfick  ;  rj  ye  pe  Schaefer.  Cf.  vii.  88,  n. 

vii.  5-6.  The  v  of  avTc«)[  has  a  stroke  through  it  in  the  black  ink  used  by  the  corrector, 
and  it  is  not  clear  whether  he  rewrote  that  letter  or  was  making  a  flourish  at  the  end  ot 
Kpavav  when  inserting  1.  6  in  its  proper  place.  Line  7  was  placed  before  k  6  by  the  first 
hand.  The  final  letter  of  Kpavau  is  not  much  like  v  in  either  place,  but  no  variant  is  known. 

8.  €(j>aLvop  is  the  reading  of  the  MSS.,  corrected  to  v(t>aivov  by  Heinsius,  comparing  Virg. 
Ucl.  ix.  42  kn/ae  texunt  umbracula  uites.  All  that  survives  in  the  papyrus  is  an  accent  by 
the  corrector  (as  is  that  in  1.  12)  and  traces  which  are  reconcilable  with  (pa  and  v, 

10.  The  first  hand  apparently  wrote  (rr^pa, 

12-13.  is  not  certain  that  the  fragment  containing  e[  and  oi;r/[  at  the  beginnings  of 
lines  is  correctly  placed  here. 

13.  piv  :  apparently  corn  from  viPy  rather  than  vice  versa,  piv  MSS. ;  vlv  edd. 

69.  The  first  hand  perhaps  wrote  KytavaKTos  like  P. 

70.  avTaia^Lv SO  (or  auTatort)  INISS. ;  avai(TLv  Schaefer;  avraXi  €v  Valckenaer.  The 
traces  of  a  letter  preceding  v  do  not  suit  f. 

71.  The  V  of  seems  to  have  been  corrected  or  added  by  the  second  hand, 

which  crossed  out  the  superfluous  v  at  the  end. 

73.  ra  Saves:  1.  ras  Seveas  (or  ^fz/eas)  with  KIMO  &C. ;  ^evias  PS;  a  V.  1.  ^audas  (i.  e. 
SdvBas)  is  recorded  by  the  scholia. 

74.  op(t>*  CTTOveLTO  :  £0  Ahrens;  dp<peiToveXTO  Wik  with  KPH;  daepeTroXeiTO  OSQAE 
Trick ;  in  M  p  is  corr.  from  X.  The  apostrophe  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  the  scribe 
regarded  apcf)  and  enoveiTo  as  two  words  ;  cf.  e.  g.  v.  116  KarijXaa-a, 

75.  otT  ecpvovTo:  cure  <pvovTt  MS^  The  intransitive  use  of  (pvo)  is  very  rare  in 
early  writers,  but  occurs  again  in  Theocr.  iv.  24  KaXd  ndvra  (pvam-t  (where,  however,  HS 
read  epvovTai)  and  in  Mosch.  iii.  108.  aiF  eipvopTo  removes  a  difficulty,  but  may  be  only  an 
emendation  or  a  slip  due  to  the  other  imperfects ;  cf.  xv.  86,  n. 

78.  The  first  hand  wrote  mo-ei  and  seems  to  have  omitted  ^  of  Xapra^. 

79.  aTaa-daXirjaLp  I  SO  ]\I ;  dTaaBaXiaKriv  KP. 
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80.  X]f(/ieovd^e  :  \€ifXQ)v6S€v  KP ;  ]\I ;  '\€Lfj.(i)v6S€  the  rest  (?).  Above  the  vo  the 

corrector  has  apparently  crossed  out  a  grave  accent  by  the  first  hand,  which  at  the  end  of 
the  line  seems  to  have  written  lovaat  like  P, 

81.  dv$€(TL:  so  K ;  I.  dvB^d^n. 

82.  [(rT]6fj.aTos  SO  KP  &C. ;  (TTOf^a  M. 

83.  Kojuara;  the  MSS.  wrongly  accentuate  this  paroxytone. 

7re7ror^e[ts :  ovBe  is  very  doubtful,  and  7tctt€t  .  .  might  be  read ;  but  no  variant  is 
known. 

85.  €^€7r6vr}(Tas:  I  SO  most  MSS.  (f^eTTOvacras)  OM  and  V.  1.  in  the  SCholia. 

86.  €fioi:  so  most  MSS.;  ijiev  P,  edd. 

88.  T)  y  vTTo :  §  vTTo  MSS.  There  is  room  for  two  letters  between  r)  and  v,  and  y  is 
uncertain;  but  cf.  v.  148. 

90.  aTrenava-aTo :  SO  moSt  IMSS.,  edd.;  nvfTravaaTo  K. 

92.  KT]}i  :  xrjfxe  Biba^av  MSS.  apparently. 

61/  a)[p6(rt:  dv  wp€a  MSS.,  a  reading  which  may  well  be  due  to  the  proximity  of  dv  Spea 
in  1.  87.  Cf.  int. 

94.  OTTL  y  a€Ld€Lv:  so  O  Trick  and  v.l.  in  the  scholia.  The  vestiges  are  very  faint, 
but  do  not  suit  w  ru  y€paipi{C)v^  the  ordinary  reading. 

96.  17 :  1. 

98.  Aporoy:  SO  KMPQA^;  ^Qparos  SA^  Tricl. 

100.  p€T  :  1.  pey.  Cf.  the  next  note. 

10 1.  p€Taipoi:  peyalpoL  MSS.  except  P  (p6yQfp€t).  Probably  the  first  hand  wrote  peyaipot, 
and  the  corrector  altered  it  wrongly,  being  apparently  under  the  influence  of  the  incorrect 
per  in  1.  100.  The  r  is  clear  ;  pe-yaipoi  (cf.  1.  102,  n.)  cannot  be  read. 

102.  The  first  hand  had  divided  wrongly  at^*  er,  which  the  corrector  altered  by  a  stroke 
connecting  6  and  e  ;  cf.  xv.  70,  n. 

103.  OpdXoy :  so  KM  ;  6p6\ov  HO  ;  dpdXov  with  to  suprascr,  P  ;  MaXt'as  Ahrens. 

wcrre  :  1.  otrrf. 


104.  Ke[tVo]to :  SO  KMP  &c. ;  Trjvoio  H.  Above  the  is  a  superfluous  accent  added 
by  the  corrector. 

epeiaais :  the  corrector  apparently  added  an  accent  above  ep,  but  crossed  it  out,  adding 
one  over  to-,  though  that  is  really  more  like  a  rough  breathing. 

105.  €IT  6crr  apa  ^lKIvos:  SO  MSS.  except  S  (etVe  4>.  dp’  eortV).  1618’s  accent  On  4>iXti/0S 

should  have  been  circumflex.  , 

106.  K€t:  so  S,  edd.;  k^v  the  rest. 

raC^*  :  so  H  &C. ;  ravr*  KI\IP. 

epSois :  so  KINIPK^ ;  cpSeiy  HSE^. 

(TV  :  so  K^ ;  tv  most  MSS.  and  edd. 

108.  pacTTL^oKv :  paoTKrSotcv  MSS.  apparently. 

10.9.  v€V(Tais:  so  most  MSS. ;  i/edo-ttsK;  v€V(tols  PS.  What  the  first  hand  wrote  instead 
of  aXXcDs  is  obliterated.. 

no.  With  the  gloss  on  CI/  Kvibai(rt  cf.  schol.  Kvidij  vcj)  dKaK^<\)rf  vtt*  ’ArTi/ctoi/. 

111.  (opeail  ovpecTij  KMP  &C. 

1 1 2.  Troip]  TToraptii  I  a  new  reading.  The  first  hand  wrote  [E^]poi/  7ro[p]  Trompov. 
e^pov  nap  nor.  S;  evpov  nap  nor,  KiMOPHA.  Cf.  int. 

T[6]rpapp6'i/o[s :  SO  most  MSS.;  Ke/cXtpeVos  K  yp.  MPTQ^ ;  T^rpappivov  some  late  MSS. 
The  corrector  at  any  rate  must  have  read  -peVos,  not  -pivov, 

1 13.  The  first  hand  wrote  Ai[^t]o7rotcrt. 

1 1 6.  Ot/c6u]i/Ta  ;  so  S  and  schol. ;  oiKevvrasOj  oIk€vvt€s  the  rest;  Ot/covi/ra  Hecker. 
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XV,  38.  Tojuro  Kar*€t7r[ey  I  tovto  kg  e.  KL  J  t,  kqXov  e.  PHS^AE^  t.  kqX  e.  SOIXie  la.t6 
I\ISS.  ;  ToO  r6#ca  e.  OF  pal  kqXop  ftTray  the  old  edd.  Cf.  int. 

41.  [SalKpue :  SO  MSS. ;  boKpv  edd. 

[ojo’tra  :  SO  KP  &c. ;  6(ra  HS.  B  is  corn  from  X  or  tt  by  the  first  hand. 

42.  7rat  :  so  most  MSS.  ;  Troika  K. 

^4,  Ei^i/oa  (TV  !  Evt/dn  ov  (pcv^f)  ]\ISS.  It  IS  possible  that  o  was  added  above  the 

line  after  a[,  but  the  o-  of  av  was  not  corrected. 

59.  €7npp]€i :  these  two  letters  are  on  a  separate  fragment  of  which  the  position  is 

uncertain. 

60.  <0  T€Kva  TrapevBe'^i^p.  The  supposed  i  is  represented  by  the  tip  of  a  stioke 
abov’e  the  x  A^aiot  in  1.  6i,  which  suggests  t  or  p.  The  IVISS.  vary  between  t€kpu  eira 
TT,  H^SW  Tricl.,  2)  reKpa  €iTa  tt.  AEL,  and  2)  tckvo  tt.  KPff.  The  objection  to  the 
restoration  of  either  of  the  first  two  readings  is  that  7rap€vd€]i[v  would  not  come  at  the  right 
point  and  with  7Ta^p^€v6€tp  the  last  letter  or  two  would  be  expected  to  be  visible,  whereas 
a  vestige  of  ink  at  the  end  of  the  line  is  too  near  the  supposed  p  to  be  the  final  v  of  €pe€i]p 
and  seems  to  be  the  accent  of  Axaiol. 

62.  [Ka]\Xi(7Tat :  so  D  and  another  Paris  MS.  according  to  Ahrens,  and  a  Venetian 
MS.  according  to  Ziegler ;  KdX'hio-re  P  ;  KoWiaTa  K  &c.,  Wil. 

64.  Upap  :  so  KP  ;  "upTjp  most  MSS. 

67.  avTas  I  avToi^i^  OF  avrd  MSS.  ^  aura  Wil. 

pr]  [a]7ro7rXayxBT}i  I  pr}  Tt  (or  tv)  TrXciprjBfjs  MSS.  aTrtmXayxBfjs,  an  aorist  often  found  in 
Homer,  may  well  be  right.  For  the  hiatus  cf.  e.g.  the  reading  of  the  MSS.  in  vii.  88. 

68.  €X€v:  so  most  MSS.;  KH. 

apa)p:  so  most  MSS.  rightly ;  8<^pdK;  BpalsF. 

70.  Vopyot:  so  most  MSS.;  Vopyw  KE,  For  the  stroke  connecting  ttot  and  toj  (by 

the  first  hand)  cf.  vii.  102,  11. 

:  ft  Tt  MSS.  Cf.  int. 

71.  (^uXacrlfTfv  :  SO  S  ;  (j>vX<i(T(T€o  the  rest. 

T*  0P7r€XOP0^P  I  1.  Td)pn€xopd^p, 

72.  ^uXa^o/xai :  SO  MSS.;  (l)vXa^ovpaL  the  ancient  editions. 

aXa(9fa)[5:  K;  dBpotos  PA;  (iBp(os  M;  dBpooi  (sometimes  after  o^Xo?)  other  MSS.; 

dBapecos  Ahrens.  aXa^eo)?  accounts  satisfactorily  for  the  reading  of  K  and  the  attempts  to 
emend  it.  The  traces  suit  s  a  verv  well. 

77.  6i/]So[i :  if  €p]do[p,  the  usual  form  in  the  MSS.,  had  been  written,  part  of  the  would 
have  been  expected  to  be  visible  ;  but  this  is  not  certain. 

86.  ASewi'ty  o  ktjp  Ax^pop^ri  0[tX];^d€iy :  ^a6.  6  ktjp  *Ax»  <^tXeiTat  most  MSS.  apparently 

((j)i\7jTaiK)  ;  ’'Ad.  Off  K^p  *Ax.  </>«Xfrrat  PV  ;  ''AbtOP  os  ktjp  *Ax.  ^tXflrai  Ahrens  ;  ^ASa)*/iff  6  Kr)P  *Ax. 
^iXr/To'ff  Reiske,  which  comes  near  the  reading  of  the  papyrus,  o  for  os  relative,  though 
common  in  Homer,  seems  to  be  very  rare,  if  found  at  all,  elsewhere  in  Theocritus ;  ^t 
(^tXjj^etff  would  be  a  natural  emendation  to  some  one  who  misunderstood  o  .  .  .  ^iXeirat.  Cf. 
int.  and  vii.  75,  n. 

92.  XaXjfVcrat  :  XaXeO/xfs  MSS.  Cf.  int. 

94.  €11] :  or  €iTji, 

96.  (Tiyr]  ;  SO  K  ;  crtya  Other  MSS. 

98.  [7T€pv](Ttp :  so  Reiske  for  aTre'pxip  or  restoration  is  fairly  certain, 

for  though  €  (but  no  other  letter)  might  possibly  be  read  instead  of  a,  there  is  not  room  for 
five  letters  in  the  lacuna,  and  the  traces  suit  <t  better.  Cf.  int. 

99.  (pB€y^€i  [rt]  (T^*  :  (fiBey^et  rl  (rdtpa  P ;  Tt  aa(j)^  Other  MSS.  rightly. 

100.  FoXyoos :  SO  K  ;  yoXyoi  OF  yoXyot'  the  rest. 
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1619.  Herodotus  iii. 

Fr.  lo  10*8  X  13-5  cm.  Late  first  or  early  second  cen- 
.  tury.  Plate  V  (Fr.  10). 

These  portions  of  a  roll  containing  the  third  book  of  Herodotus  belong,  like 
1092  (fragments  of  the  second  book  in  a  different  hand),  to  the  large  find  of  literary 
papyri  made  in  1906  which  produced  1082-3,  1174-6,  1231,  1233-5,  1359-61, 
1610-11,  8z:c.  About  40  pieces,  subsequently  reduced  by  combinations  to 
have  been  identified  ;  but  several  of  the  still  more  fragmentary  texts  accompany¬ 
ing  the  Herodotus  were  written  in  hands  so  similar  that  small  pieces  of  the  various 
texts  can  hardly  be  distinguished,  and  two  of  these  MSS.,  Homer,  N-S 
and  a  tragedy  (?),  seem  to  have  been  actually  written  by  the  scribe  of  the 
Herodotus :  we  have  therefore  ignored  for  the  present  a  large  number  of  un¬ 
identified  scraps.  Parts  of  about  220  lines  scattered  over  chs.  26-72  are 
preserved,  the  earlier  columns  being  better  represented  than  the  later.  The 
hand  is  a  well-formed  round  uncial  of  medium  size,  of  the  same  class  as  P.  Brit. 
Mus.  128  (Homer 'P- 12  ;  Kenyon,  Class,  Zkr/j,  Plate  viii,  there  dated  too  early),  8 
(Aleman?;  Part  i,  Plate  ii),  and  the  Berlin  Alcaeus  (Schubart, Graecae,, 
Plate  xxix  b),  and  no  doubt  belongs  to  the  period  from  A.  D.  50  to  150.  Some 
documents  of  the  Domitian-Trajan  period,  e.  g.  270  (A.  D.  94;  Part  ii,  Plate  viii) 
and  P.  Fay.  no  (A.  D.  94;  Plate  v),  are  written  in  practically  uncial  hands  of 
a  similar  type,  and  the  care  with  which  iota  adscript  is  inserted  also  supports  a 
late  first-century  date.  K  is  written  in  two  pieces  separated  by  a  space,  and 
T  is  q-shaped.  The  columns  had  39^40  lines,  and  the  beginnings  of  lines  tended 
to  slope  away  slightly  to  the  left.  The  lines  range  from  21-6  or  27  letters, 
with  an  average  of  23-4.  The  common  angular  sign  is  used  for  filling  up  short 
lines.  Punctuation  was  effected  by  short  blank  spaces  and  paragraphi,  which 
in  the  case  of  longer  pauses  are  combined  with  a  coronis,  as  e.  g.  in  the  British 
Museum  Bacchylides  papyrus.  A  few  stops  (in  the  middle  and  low  positions) 
which  occur  (11.  177,  332,  and  410)  are  not  due  to  the  original  scribe ;  but  he  was 
responsible  for  the  breathings  in  11.  180  and  434,  the  occasional  diaereses  over 
initial  i  or  v,  as  well  as  for  the  insertion  above  the  line  of  an  omitted  word  (1. 446), 
and  probably  for  the  corrections  or  alternative  readings  added  above  the  line 
between  dots  in  11.  143,  327,  and  380.  The  MS.  has  undergone  considerable 
revision,  for  at  least  two  cursive  or  semiuncial  hands,  which  are  different  from 
that  of  the  main  text  but  approximately  contemporary  with  it,  can  be  dis¬ 
tinguished  in  various  notes  in  the  upper  margin  or  between  the  columns,  either 
correcting  or  explaining  the  text  (11.  69,  131,  355,  379,  410,  nn.). 
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1619  is  nearly  times  as  long  as  1092,  which  is  much  the  longest  Herodotean 
papyrus  published  hitherto ;  the  others,  most  of  which  also  come  from 
Oxyrhynchus  (18,  19,  695,  1244,  1375,  P.  Munich  in  Archiv,  i,  p.  471,  Ryl.  55, 
Brit.  Mus.  1109  in  Viljoen,  Herodoti  f^'agmenta  in  papyris  servaia,  p.  44;  cf. 
also  the  lemmata  in  P.  Amh.  12),  are  quite  small.  Since  1619  is  also  the  earliest 
or  one  of  the  earliest  authorities  for  the  author  (P.  Munich  is  ascribed  to  the 
first  or  second  century,  the  rest  to  the  second  or  third),  it  is  of  considerable  value 
for  the  history  of  the  text.  The  mediaeval  MSS.  are  divided  into  two  groups 
known  as  (a)  the  Florentine,  headed  by  A  (tenth  century)  and  B  (eleventh  century), 
and  (/3)  the  Roman,  headed  by  RSV  (all  fourteenth  century) :  C,  an  eleventh 
century  MS.  of  group  (a),  P  (fourteenth  century ;  mixed)  and  E  (excerpts  only  ; 
thirteenth  century)  and  other  late  MSS.  are  unimportant.  Stein  gave  a  decided 
preference  to  (a),  regarding  unsupported  readings  of  (/3),  which  had  been  preferred 
by  Cobet  and  other  scholars,  as  in  most  cases  conjectures.  Hude  puts  the  value 
of  the  two  families  almost  on  an  equality,  with  a  slight  preference  for  (a).  1619 

bears  practically  the  same  relation  as  1092  to  the  two  groups,  the  agreements 
with  (a)  being  nearly  twice  as  numerous  as  those  with  (^8).  A  similar  relation 
is  traceable  in  two  of  the  other  Herodotean  papyri  (19  and  1244 ;  the  others,  so 
far  as  they  go,  support  (a),  except  P.  Amh.  12) ;  and  the  evidence  is  now 
sufficiently  extensive  both  to  afford  a  substantial  justification  of  the  eclectic 
method  pursued  by  Hude  before  the  appearance  of  1092,  and  to  confirm  the 
natural  superiority  on  the  whole  of  the  older  group.  The  tendency  to 
attest  the  antiquity  of  suspected  interpolations,  which  is  so  often  exhibited  by 
papyrus  texts  and  is  already  traceable  in  regard  to  Herodotus  (cf.  Viljoen,  <?/.  aV. 
p.  59),  is  illustrated  by  1619  in  11.  28  and  69,  where  rSiv  KaKUiv  probably  and 
KaXeofjLcvovs  certainly  occurred,  though  in  both  cases  bracketed  even  by  Hude,  who 
is  more  conservative  in  this  respect  than  his  predecessors.  Other  passages  in 
which  the  text  of  the  mediaeval  MSS.  is  confirmed  against  changes  introduced  by 
modern  scholars  are  11.  17,  147,  168,  333,  and  41 1.  Here  the  traditional  reading 
can  generally  be  defended  without  much  difficulty,  but  not  in  1.  168,  nor  perhaps 
333*  With  regard  to  new  readings,  in  1.  108,  a  passage  in  which  the 
repetition  of  the  same  word  (TKvXa^  had  caused  a  difficulty,  1619  omits  the  word 
in  the  third  place  in  which  it  occurs  in  the  MSS.,  while  modern  editors  have 
proposed  to  omit  it  in  the  second,  and  in  1.  267  the  redundancy  of  the  expression 
ov  ttoAAo)  fji€Te7TeiTa  verrepov  is  remedied  by  the  apparent  omission  of  verT^pov, 

The  addition  of  rrjs  before  h  AlyLvrj  in  11.  383-4  may  well  be  right,  but  the 
omission  of  Si;  after  toHcov  in  1.  320  may  be  merely  a  slip.  The  solution  of 
the  crux  in  1.  319,  where  the  MSS.  are  corrupt  and  1619  had  a  shorter  reading, 
is  barred  by  a  lacuna ;  cf.  11. 443-4,  n.  The  other  new  readings  concern  the  dialect, 
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in  which  respect  1619  is  not  conspicuously  more  correct  than  the  MSS.,  as  is 
shown  by  e.  g.  the  forms  ebiKaievvro  (1.  19),  KpCaeL  (1.  I75)>  (^*  344)* 

7rp?/xM.a,  an  alternative  reading  in  11.  327  and  380,  though  not  found  in  the  MSS., 
is  known  in  the  fifth  century  B.  C.  from  a  Chian  inscription  :  cf.  Smyth,  Ionic 
Dialect^  §  350.  For  Kapt/Svo-T/z;,  a  new  form  of  the  accusative  as  far  as 
Herodotus  is  concerned,  see  1.  176,  n.  Regarded  as  a  whole,  the  text  of  1619 
is  free  from  scribe’s  errors  (one  seems  to  have  occurred  in  1.  374,  another  in  1.  131 
to  have  been  corrected  subsequently)  and  generally  sound,  presenting  not  many 
novelties,  but  combining  most  of  the  good  points  in  both  the  families  (a)  and 
(y3).  Of  an  alternative  recension  with  great  variations,  such  as  that  indicated  in 
1092.  ix,  there  is  no  trace. 

Before  the  discovery  of  Herodotean  papyri  the  origin  of  the  two  lines  of 
tradition  represented  by  the  MSS.  was  naturally  not  the  subject  of  much 
discussion.  Editors  of  Herodotus  from  Wesseling  to  even  Hude  were  content 
to  assume  the  existence  of  an  archetype  of  the  two  families,  and  to  aim  at 
reconstructing  it  without  much  regard  for  the  question  whether  it  was 
Alexandrian,  Roman,  or  Byzantine.  In  1909  Aly  {Rhein,  Mns,  Ixiv.  591  sqq.) 
put  forward  the  hypothesis  that  (a)  mainly  represented  the  Alexandrian  text 
as  edited  by  Aristarchus,  (^)  the  pre-Alexandrian  vulgate  in  a  redaction  of  the 
time  of  Hadrian ;  but  this  view,  which  would  cut  the  ground  from  the  archetype- 
theory,  has  not  gained  much  acceptance,  and  is  controverted  by  Jacoby  in 
Pauly- Wissowa’s  RealenclycL  Suppl.  ii.  516-17.  1619  certainly  does  not  lend  it 

any  support.  Jacoby  himself  is  also  sceptical  about  the  validity  of  the  current 
archetype-theory,  and  is  disposed  to  regard  the  two  families  as  quite  ancient 
recensions,  parallel  to  the  papyri.  But  the  most  natural  inference  to  be  drawn 
from  the  eclectic  character  of  1092  and  1619  is  that  these  first-second  century 
papyrus  texts  were  older  than  the  division  of  the  families  (a)  and  (/3),  which 
seems  to  have  taken  place  not  earlier  than  the  fourth  century;  cf.  1092.  int.  and 
Viljoen,  op,  cit.  p.  56.  By  the  first  century  the  text  of  Herodotus  had 
reached  a  condition  which  is  only  slightly  better  than  the  text  recoverable  from 
a  combination  of  (a)  and  (jS), 

Frs.  3,  7,  10,  and  20  are  from  the  tops  of  columns,  Fr.  14  from  the  bottom, 
the  rest  from  the  middles.  The  point  of  division  of  lines  is  quite  uncertain  in 
Frs.  I,  2,  13,  23,  and  24,  and  the  proposed  arrangement  of  Frs.  9,  20,  and  25  is 
only  tentative. 


Col.  i  (Fr.  i). 


Col.  iii  (Fr.  2). 
e7r]L(p[a]L[u€(r6ai 
]  Tore  7rarT[es‘ 


ayooyojuy  a[7rLKOii€yoL  26  6 

ejfo’i  e[s‘ 
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exo]vcrt  ii[ev 
ALay^pLOi>vL\ris  0i^[X7yy 
5  a'iTe\')(pv[crL 

Col.  iy  (Frs.  3-<5). 

10  \^pL(ov  a^LOS  jJL^v  ye  ALyv]7rTLCi)P  29 
[01/T09  ye  0  6eo9  (trap  Toi\  \jpeLS 
[ye  ov  '^aipoi^Te?  yeXoora]  e/ze  6r] 
[o-e(70e  TavTa  etTray  e^'e]reiXaTO 
[TOLai  ravTa  TrpTjaorovon  T02;]y  pep 
15  [fpeay  aivopacTTLycoaaL  AC^vtttl 
[ct)p  Se  Tcop  aWcop  top  ap  X]a/3a) 

[a-L  opTa^oPT]a  KTeip[eLP  op]Tr]  pep 
[Srj  8ieXeXv]TO  Aiyv7rTio[L<rt]  ol  Se 
[ipees  eSLKaL]evPTO  0  5[e  A7r[LS> 

20  [7re7rXrjype]pos  top  p7][pop  e00i 
pe  [ep  Tcot  i]pcoL  KaTaK[eipepo^ 

Kai  [top  pep]  TeXevT7]a[aPTa  eK 
Tov  T[pcopaTo]9  e6ayjra[p  ol  ipee? 
Xa6p[r]i  Kap]l3vare[(o  Kap^vcrr}S  30 
25  5e  0)9  [XeyoDcrt  ALyvTTTioL  avriKa 
Sia  t[ovto  to  aSiKrjpa  epaPT] 

€Ct>p  [oi;5e  npoTepov  ^pepT]pTj^ 
kul  7r[pcoTa  pep  tcop  KaKCOP  e^ep 
[yacruTO  top  aS]eX(j)e[op  ^pepSiP  e 
30  [oPTa  Trarpoy  /cat]  pr]T[po9  ttj?  av 
[tt]^  top  a7re7re]p\lre  [ey  Tlepaas 
[(f>6op(OL  e|  ALyv]Trrov  o[tl  to  to^op 
[povpo^  IIepore(o]p  o^op  [re  e7rt  Svo 
15  lines  lost 


/C€xap^]^o'3-ey  opTa[^otej^ 

]  0  Kap^v[(rr}^ 

Col.  V  (Frs.  7-8). 

[  pa(r]tXT]iot  8iKa<7Ta[t 

50  [roraroy  aTroKTepeoPT]a  pip  0  30 

[5e  apa^as  ey  Sovaa  a]TreKTeipe 
[SpepStp  01  pep  Xeyo]vo-L  en  a 
[yprjp  e^ay]ayop[Ta  ol  Se  ey]  Trjp  E 
[pvdprjp  6a]Xa(raap  7rp[oayayop 
55  [Ta  KaT]a7ropTco(TaL  7Tp(o[TOP  pep  31 
[5?^  Xey]ovo-L  Kap^vo-rjL  t[cop  Ka 
[kcop  ap]^aL  tovto  SevTe[pa  Se  e 
[^epya]craTo  ttjp  aSeX(l>e[r]p  eiTL 
[a‘TTope]pr)P  ol  ey  Ai[y]y[TTTOP  ttjl 
60  [/cat  avpoLKe]e  /cat  r}[p  ol  air  aji 
[(j)OTepcop  aSe]X(per]  [eyrjpe  Se  av 
[t7]p  o)5]e  ovSap[cos  yap  ecoOe 
[aap  iTpo]repop  T[r}i](TL  aSe\X(j)er]LaL 
[avpoL\KeeLP  JTepcrat  r}pa[a6r} 

65  [pir]^  T(o]p  aSeXcfyecop  Kap^varj^^ 
[/cat  €7ret]7a  ^ovXopepo?  avTr]p 
[yrjpaL  otl  o]yK  ecoBora  eirepoe 
[e  TTOiTjaeLP  eipe]T0  /caXecray  > 

[roi/y  ^acTLXrjLov^  Ka]Xeopepov9<^ 

70  [St/caaray  et  rty  ecrrt  K]eXevcop  po 
[/toy  TOP  ^ovXopepop  a]SeX(pe[7jL 
[crvpoLKeeLP  ol  Se  j8a(rtX?y]tot  [Sl 
About  16  lines  lost 


Col.  vi  (Fr,  9). 


About  15  lines  lost 
]K<opep[ov  Se  tov  a/ci/Xa/coy  aSeX  32 
105  ](peop  avT[ov  aXXop  crKvXaKa  ano 
p]rj^aPTCi  [top  Seer  pop  irapaye 


p]ea6aL  ol  (S[i/o  Se  yepopepovs  ov 
t](o  St]  e7r/[/cpar7;o'at  tov  orKvp 
POV  /ca]t  TOP  [pep  Kap^vorrjp  rjSe 
About  18  lines  lost 
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CoL  vii  (Frs.  lo.  i,  ii).  Plate  v 
128  [Ka  efiifiTjaao  Toy  JS^vpov]  oiKoy  32 

[a7royl/i\coo-a9  roy  Se  6vfJi]ijo6€y 

130  [ra  €iX7r7]Sr]crai  avT7]i  €)(ov](rrjL> 

[€y  yaarpL  Kai  piy  eKTpo^aav  a  cKTpoxrao-/ 
[iroOavHy  ravra  es*  T01/9  ol  33 

K[e\L\oTaTOV^  0  Kap^va]r)9 
yrj  €tT[€  St]  Sia  Toy  Anily  €lt€  Kai 
135  aXXoo?  Ota  [7roX]Aa  [eco^e]  ay6p(c 

7rov9  KaTaXap.^a[yeLy  ]  kul  yap  tl 
ya  Kai  eK  yeyeij^  [yovo‘6]y  p€ya 
Xrjv  Xey^Tai  €[)(^eiy  0  Kap^varj]^ 

[T]rjy  Lpr]v  oyo^pa^ovai  tlv^s  ov 
140  yvy  TOL  a€LK^[9  ovSey  rjy  tov  aco 
p.aT09  yovcroy  [peyaXrjy  yoaeoy 

Tos  fir]8e  Ta9  (p[peya^  vyLaiyeiy 
-  *36* 

TaSe  €9  T01/9  a[XXou9  Ilepaas  34 

epaj'T]  X€y€T[ai  yap  enreiy  av 
145  [T]oy  7Tpo9  II[p7]^a(T7r€a  Toy  eTipa 
T€  paX[i(TTa  Kai  ol  Tas  ayyeXias 
e(pOp€€  o[vTOS  TOVTOV  T€  0  TTaCS 
OLyo)(oo[?  7]y  tool  Kap^varjL  tl 
prj  Se  KaL  a[vTri  ov  apLKpr]  eLTTOLv 
150  Se  XeyeTaL  Ta[^€  IIpTj^acnre^ 

K[o]Loy  [fie  TLva  yopL^ovcL  Uep 
.  16  lines  lost 

Col.  X  (Fr.  12.  ii). 

19  lines  lost 

266  ^[ap^varfs  Toy  Kpoiaov  ov  iroX  36 

XooL  p[eTe7TeLTa  ^poycoi  KaL  ol  Oe 

pa7ro[yTe9  paOoyTes  tovto  enrfy 

yeXX[oz'TO  avTOOL  0)9  nepieLT] 

> - 

270  Kap^varj?  Se  Kpoiaooc  pev  crvyrj 


Col.  viii  (Fr.  10.  ii).  Plate  v 

168  yaL  Trpos  Toy  [7raTep]a  TeXeaaL  Kv  34 

poy  OL  Se  ap[eLPovTo]  cos  eiTj  a 

1 70  peiycoy  tov  [naTpo]?  Ta  re  yap  e 

KeLyov  7rayT[a  €)(€i]z/  avToy  KaL 

TrpoaeKTTfaOaL  AL[yv];TrToy  re  KaL 

TTjy  BaXaacray  ne[pa]aL  pey  Tav 

Ta  eXeyoy  KpoLcos  Se  napecoy 

175  re  KaL  ovk  apeaKopeyos  ttjl  KpL 

(7€i  eLne  Trpos  tov  Kap^varjy  Ta 

Se  epoL  pey  y[v]y  00  iraL  Kvpov. 

> - 

ov  SoKeeLS  opoLos  eiyaL  tool  ira 
[Tpt  o]v  yap  Koo  tol  [ecr]r£  vlos  OLoy 
180  [(76  eKeLjyos  KaT6[X]i7r€ro  ^cr0?f 
[re  TavTa  aK0V(r]a[s  0]  Kap^vaijs 
26  lines  lost 

Col.  ix  (Frs.  10.  iii,  12.  i).  Plate  v. 

208  oyT[a  TlpTf^aanea  Se  opccyTa  35 

ay[Spa  ov  (fopeyrfpea  KaL  nepi  e 

210  oov[t()Ol  SeLpaiyoyTa  enreLy  Se 

> - 

o'7r[ora  ovS  ay  avToy  eyooye  So 
Ke[oo  Toy  Oeoy  ovtco  ay  KaXoos 
^a[Xeeiy  TOTe  pey  rai/ra  e^ep 

yaa[aTo  eTepooOL  Se  Tlepaecoy 

215  Op[oLOVS  TOLOTL  TTpOOTOLaL  SvOoSe 
Ka  [eTT  ovSepiTfL  aLTirfL  a^LO 
X^[e]^[i  eXooy  ^oooyTas  ewi  Ke<pa 
7  lines  lost 

225  [av  Se  KTeiveis  pey  ayS]p[as  (re  36 
[aovTov  TToXLtfTas  e7r]  ovSep[LrjL 
[aLTLrjL  a^LO)(peooL  eXjooz'  KTeL 

[yets  Se  iraLSas  rjy  5e]  TToXXa  tol 
[avTa  TTOLTjts  opa  okoos  p]t]  aev 
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About  1 5  lines  lost 


230  \aTTO(TTri(TOVTaL  IlepcraL  e].woi 

\7raTT]p  CTOS  Kvpo9  e^'eTeXXj€T[o] 
About  15  lines  lost 


Col.  xii  (Fr.  13). 

286  Por)6€oyT]a[9  39  , 

]  KpaTrj[(Ta? 

Ta(ppo]v 

CoL  xviii  (Fr.  14). 

About  28  lines  lost 

3^7  ^€1^  [7779  atTL7]9  vvv  Se  aiei  eireL  49 
re  €/CT£<r[aj'  ttjv  yrjcrov  €L<tl  aXXr] 
XotaL  SLa(f)[opoL . tov 

320  TCOy  eLp[€K€y  (l7T€p,PT}<TLKClK€ 

OP  TOLCl  5^[a/££0£0’£  01  KopipOlOL  € 
~efi7r€  Se  [e?  ^apdi^  en  eKToprji 
Il€pL(lpSp\o9  TCOP  TTpOOTCOP  K^p 
KVpcitcov  [eTTiXe^cty  tou?  ttcliScls 
325  TLp(opev\^p.€P0^  nporepot  yap  ol 
K€pKvpa[LOL  rjp^ap  €$*  avrop  npr] 

ypia  a[Taa6aXop  TTOirjaapTe?  € 


CoL  XX  (Fr.  15). 

328  77[£0-£  crvp]TT[e7rTco]<oTa  [oiKreLpe  52 
uy[e£]?  Se  TTfS  [op]yj]^  [aoraop 
330  KUL  eXeye  co  irai  Korepa  r[ovTcop 

aipercoTepa  ean  ravra  T[a  wp 
7r/??7a-Or€£r*  7]  T7][P  TVpappt 
[6a  K]aL  ayaOa  ra  pvp  ey[(o  exco  rav 
[ra  ejoi^ra  rcoi  irarpi  €7ri[Tr]S€0P 
335  [7ra/)]aXa/£jSaj'€i^'  oy  €co[p  epos 

[re  7r]a£9  Kai  KopipOov  T7j[s  evSai 
[popos  ^a]aLXevs  aX77777[i'  ^lop  ei 
[Xeu  aPTi](TraTe(OP  re  K[aL  opyrjL 
[Xp6a)/>ie^']9y  ey  top  [<r]e  7]K[LaTa  e^pv^ 
340  [eL  yap  tl]s  avpcpoprj  [ep  avroi 
[o-L  yeyope]  €[^  rjs  vnoylfL7]p  ey 


Col.  xxii  (Fr.  16-17). 


342  [creip]  KCLL  [roT'  oikop  tov  iraTpos  Sl  53 
[a(pop]r]6ePTa  pa[XXop  rj  auroy 
[(r0€  a^neXOcop  airiOL  ey  ra 

345  [oLKL]a  iravcraL  [aecovTOP 

[oOP  0£]XoT£/Z£77  [KTTJpa  (TKaiOP 
[pTJ  TCOl]  KaKCOL  t[o  KaKOP  ICO  TTO 

[XXot]  TCOP  Si\^Kai(OP  Ta  eTTiei 


[KecrTe]pa  [npOTiOeiaL  noXXot  Se 
350  tjSt]  Ta  p7j[TpooLa  Si^rjpepoL 

Ta  7raTpooL[a  ane^aXop  Tvpap 
[j/jij  xpVh^  \^cr^aXepop  ttoXXol  8e 

[а] ur7;y  e[pa(7TaL  eiai  0  Se  yepcop  Ter]} 

[б] 7  Kai  7T\apr]3riK(os  prj  Scots  Ta 


Col.  xxiii  (Frs.  18.  i,  19.  i). 


355  [€7r£  TTjS  paxLos 
5  lines  lost 

361  [airopepoL  eKTeL]pop 


€]m  Tou  a 
K]pji»TT|p’-OV 

et  pe[p 


54 


55 


CoL  xxiv  (Frs.  18.  ii,  19.  ii)- 
p[aL  crept  Tovs  Se  Se^apepovs  56 
370  ouTco  St]  aiT^aXXacrcreG'OaL  Tax) 
Tr]P  TTpcoTTjp  [arpaTLTjP  ey  t7]p 
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\vvv  01  napMvTii]  AaKiSaifi\o\  55 

[viCOV  OjXOLOL  €yLv6\uT0  TaVT^\y\ 

[ttiv  r]fxeprjv  ApyL\rjL  re  Kai  Avko) 
365  [Trrjc  aipeOrj  av  ^a/x]o? 

[yap  Kai  Avkcotttjs  p]ovpo[l  <tv]ii 
[ecTTrecTOi^rey  (j)evyov]<TL  €[9  to 
[rei^oy  tolctl  SapioLc]^  [Kai  arro 


Ao-ltjji  AaKeSaip[oi^Loio-i  Acopie 
ey  enoLTjo-avTO  [  01  S  eni  tov  TIo  57 
A^y[p(ar)€a  <T\TpaTe[vaap€voL  Sapi 
4  lines  lost 

S^eouTO  TU  Se  rcov  ^i(f)VLcov  irpr) 


•X* 


380  yfpara  rjKpa^e  tovtov  top  ^po 
p[op  Kai  pr](TLcoTecop  fiaXio-Ta  e 
7t[Aoi»T€oi'  are  €0ptcop  avToicn 


Col.  XX vi  (Frs.  20-1). 


crap  e?  to  t,pci\p  ttj^  AOrjpairj^  T7;[y  59 
€P  AiyLPTfL  TavTa  ^je  €7roL7i(Ta[p 
385  eyKOTOP  €)(0i']r6y  Sapioiai  Aiy[i 
pjjTai  Trporjepoi  yap  Xccpi[oi  err  A 

p(plKpaT€09]  /3ao-lX€U0PT[09  €P 

About  18  lines  lost 


Col.  xxix  (Fr.  22). 

422  (7rpa[rei/e(70ai  em  top  pay  op  Kai  64 
OL  ayladpcotaKopTL  cttl  top  lttttop 
Tov  [xoXeoi;  tov  ^iipeo?  0  pvKr^s 
425  a7To[7n7rTei  yvppcodep  Se  to 

^[t]0[oy  Traiei  top  prjpop  Tpcopa 

Col.  xxxv  (Fr.  24). 

430  7rapayip]eTa[i  70 

TcrrjacrTreoy  [ 
tovt\ciop  yap  Srj  r}[p 
V7rapx]os  €7re4  cop  [ 
e]|  Tcop  Uelpaecop 
435  Aap]aop  7rpo[o-€TaLpLo-aa6aL 

avpeX]6oPTes  [  71 

€]SiSoaa[p 
e]7re[£re 


406  [TTTjyTj^  ap')(LrcKTcop  Se  t^ov  opy[  60 
[yparoy  tovtov  cyepcTo]  Meya 
[pei/9  EviraXiPOS  Nav(rTpo]^ov 
[roi^ro  pep  Srj  ep  tcop  TpLco]p  e 
410  [cTTL  SevTepop  Se  nepi  XL]pepa^ 

COQ'CV 

[)((wpa  ep  daXacrcrrjL  /Sa^oy]  Kara  X[.] .  .*  [. 
About  .10  lines  lost 


Col.  xxxiii  (Fr.  23). 
427  Tri\p  avr[rjp 

Tojre  0  pay[os 
crvp^oLKee  Kai  [ 


68 


Col.  xxxvii  (Fr.  25). 

TTm  7Tepricro'\pe[p'\  apeL[l3eTai  Aapei  72 
440  oy  TOLoSe]  OraPTj  7ro[AAa  ecrrt 

ra  XoycoL  pL\ep  ovk  oia  re  [SriXcoaaL 
epycci  Se  aX]Xa  Se  eari  Ta  [Xoycoi  pep 
oia  re  epjyoj'  S  ovSe[p  Xapirpop 
an  avTcop  ?  i;]pe£9  Se  ibre  (pv[XaKa^ 
445  ray  xarearjecocray  eovaa9  o[vSep 

fl[€P 

XaXeTray  TrajpeX^eii'  tovto  [yap  r] 
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fiecov  €OVT(o\v  TOLCjOpS€  OvS\^eiS  0(7 
Ti?  ov  7ra^prjcr€t  ra  fici/  Ko\y  Karat 
SeofJi^vo?]  7]p.eas  Ta  (Se  k[oi^  Kai 
450  SupLaLV(ji)\v  TOVTO  Se  ex[co  avT09 

(TKTjyj/'Ll'  €V7r^p€7r€(T7\aTT]P  TTjL 

l5.’'The'siroMhe  lacuna  favours  anofu^ar.y.aa.  (ABC)  rather  than  a^c^aar.yv.auv 

(RSV).  .  '  Srhaefer  Hude  There  is  certainly  not  room  for  v  in  the  lacuna. 

ll:  due  to  false  an'alogy;  cf.  Smyth, /c.fc 

S  600.  eStKltwro  (so  RSV)  is  unlikely.  ,  .  r  1 

^  ^21  tW  •  so  RSV,  edd.  There  is  room  for  ifjpooi,  but  cf.  1.  139  ,„j  u,. 

28’  1619  probably  agreed  with  the  MSS.  in  having  rwv  kokui-,  which  is  bracketed  b) 
Stein  and  Ld^;  but  IL  29-33  are  on  a  separate  fragment  of  which  the  exact  position  is  no 

certain.  ^  [tr  ;  om.  S.  The  size  of  the  lacuna  makes  it  certain  that  1619  agreed  w'lth  the 

other  MSS. 

(R,  edd.)  is  slightly  preferable  on  grounds  of  space  to 

60  The  two  strokes  after  Ka^Xfonevovs  presumably  refer  to  the  mai^n  ( .^  ,). 

where  Aev  may  have  been  repeated  at  the  beginning  of  the  line  ;  cf.  1620.  : 

which  is  omitted  by  ABP  and  apparently  erased  in  C  is  omitted  by 

Hude  •  but  if  the  corrector  wished  to  omit  it,  0acr]tX,iovr  hKaara[,  not  d«a<rroL , 

JouTd  be  expected  in  the  note.  Probably  one  or  more  words  are  ^efoi. 

the  note  is  explanatory,  like  that  in  the  margin  of  1.  355.  ‘VfieioTdefectii  at  this 

the  note  refers  to  1.  72,  where  ^aaiXrjioi  fiticatrrai  occurs  in  the  text  ( 

point)  is  unlikel)’^  in  view  of  the  critical  mark  against  1.  69. 

'i-i-  ■  "■  "■  ' 

108.  After  dr)  the  MSS.  have  tovs  aKvXaKaSy  but  1619  is  probably  right  iii  its  omission  , 
cf.  int.  and  1.  105,  n.  /  \  ,-e  r^nQ^ihlv  bv  the  writer  of  the  scholium 

1 31.  The  cursive  marginal  note  €Krpo>(7(^)  is  possibi}  by  tne  w^^  seems  not 

on  1  aio  but  is  certainly  not  due  to  the  writer  of  notes  on  11.  69  and  355,  and  seems  no 

b^h.  Ut  “and.  The  slab  of  the  lacuna  suits  .ho  hypo.hos.s  .ha.  .ho  Brs.  band 

had  omitted  aa-.  _ ^  ,  x  .  u  ^ 

otKfcltforaTovff :  ot/([»;]{ovs  (ABCP,  edd.)  IS  too  short. 

xL.  Me  :  so  RSV  (?.W.),  edd;  (ABC)  is  too  bng. 

136.  KaTa\a,iPo[i>(iv]:  before  this  edd.  insert  *eiKo  with  RSV. 

?4l  IscTgrff  Si’tf  fhe  original  reading  ri  8^  A,  while  RSV  rightly  have  ra8.  8’ 

(or  8e?)  A,  agreeing  with  the  superscribed  reading.  „n«2ti.!factorv  for 

^  147.  *4pee :  so  MSS.,  Stein ;  unsatistactorj ,  tor 

the  supplement  in  1.  146  is  already  long  enough. 

149.  fcai ;  om.  P. 
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150.  h€ :  Kruger’s  conjecture  Sj?  is  not  supported. 

168.  TcXeo-ai :  so  ABRSV ;  om.  E*  KoX^aai  (=-ei)o'at?)  Cj  €t<dcrat  ?  Stein.  Hude 
brackets  this  inappropriate  word. 

172.  TTpocrcKTijaOai :  TrpocrKTrjaaaOat 

175*  Kpl(T€L\  Tjj  yiVopiVTJ  Kpl<T€l  RSV. 

176.  Kapfivcrrjp:  Kap^vaia  ]\IS5.  here  as  elsewhere  in  Hdt.,  though  in  the  other  cases 
the  word  belongs  to  the  first  declension,  and  the  Attic  accusative  is  of  course  Kap^va-rjv, 
With  regard  to  A6p^7f,  ’Grains',  and  some  other  proper  names  in  -7?  both  forms  of  the 
accusative  are  found  in  MSS.  of  Hdt. ;  cf.  Smyth,  op.  cii.  §  438. 

176-7.  ToSe:  om.  RSV. 

1 81.  «Kou(r]a[f  :  om.  A  BCE. 

231.  Whether  fi/ereXX]‘^T[o]  (ABCE)  or  fi^eretXajro  (RSV)  is  to  be  read  is  not  certain. 
There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  in  1619  6  was  inserted  before  o-d?,  as  suggested  by  Bekker. 

267.  p[€T€7r€iTa  xpovcai:  peArr.  xp-  uarepov  ]\ISS.,  which  is  too  long.  The  vestige  of  a 
letter  following  \a>i  suits  p  very  well,  but  x[po^^^  followed  b}^  p^TCTTura  or  vcrripov  could  be  read. 
vCTTfpov  is  superfluous  \  cf.  vii.  7  XP^^^  pertTreiTa. 

268-9.  f7r7‘y|yfXX[oi/ro  avraii :  CTrrjyycXov  to  avro  (V),  eVi^yyeXoi/  aur<a  (S),  €rrT)yy€Wou  avrS 
(Schweighauser)  are  all  unsuitable. 

286-8.  The  position  assigned  to  this  fragment  is  far  from  certain,  7r€/j[t  in  1.  288  being 
doubtful.  V  or  [o]i  can  be  substituted  for  tt,  and  7,  t,  i/,  or  tt  for  p. 

3 Ip*  ^ia(fy^opoL . :  the  IMSS.  are  corrupt,  having  bLa(f>opoi  iovTcs  iutvrolcrL  (ecovrol 

RSV).  Kruger  suggested  cpi^ovres  for  eovrcs,  Reiske  supplied  oIk^ioi  before  edyres",  Valckenaer 
crvyyevcls  after  iavToioi.  1619  was  dearly  shorter,  and  the  sentence  may  have  ended  with 
S£a0[opo(,  for  in  1.  320  S}p,  which  occurs  in  the  MSS.  after  Toirap,  is  omitted,  and  the  new 

sentence  may  have  begun . (ov  tov\twp  €ip[€K€P.  A  connecting  panicle  is,  however,  not 

necessary  with  tovtcup  (cf.  e.g.  1.  13),  and  the  absence  ot  a  paragraphus  below  1.  319  suggests 
that  11.  317-21  may  have  formed  one  sentence  in  the  papyrus,  though  the  scribe  is  not  very 
regular  in  the  use  of  paragraph!. 

320.  For  the  omission  of  (op  after  rov|ra)»/,  which  may  be  merely  a  slip,  cf.  the  previous 
note.  RV  have  h€K€P  for  cip^ckcp. 

321—2.  ejjTre/zTTf :  there  is  not  room  for  a7r6]|7r€fi7re  (ABC,  edd.),  unless  01  before  KopipOioi 
was  omitted. 

325.  Tip(ap€v[p€POi :  Tip(Dp€6p€Pos  RSV.  Cf.  Smyth,  op.  cii.  §  684.  2.  The  restoration 
TTpoTepoL  {npoTcpop  RSV)  is  supported  by  the  parallel  in  1.  380;  cf.  n, 

326-7.  For  the  alternative  form  nprixpa^  which  is  ignored  by  the  MSS.  of  Hdt.,  see  int. 

328.  [otKT€ip€ :  so  MSS. ;  [oLKnpe,  the  form  preferred  by  edd.,  would  be  long  enough. 

333.  ayaOa  ra  :  SO  MSS.;  (ra)  dya6a  ra  edd.  since  Aldus. 

339.  ef :  els  AB  less  correctly.  At  the  end  of  the  line,  where  the  supplement  is  rather 
long,  producing  a  line  of  27  letters,  the  division  was  perhaps  e\xpv^i  but  only  8  or  9  letters  are 
expected  in  the  lacuna  at  the  beginning  of  1.  340. 

344.  (r0€,  the  reading  of  the  MSS.  corrected  by  edd.  to  (rcj^ea,  is  rendered  certain  by  the 
size  of  the  initial  lacuna.  omOi  suits  the  space  better  than  aTzeXOe  (RSV). 

346.  (f)i]\oTipiT} :  for  7  (fii^oTipLr]  (RSV,  edd.)  there  is  not  room,  if,  as  is  probable,  there 
was  a  space  after  cop. 

351.  Either  ane^aXop  or  p€T€iia\oy  (ABC)  can  be  restored. 

353.  The  supplement,  based  on  AB,  is  rather  long,  producing  a  line  of  27  letters,  and 
perhaps  either  7-  should  be  omitted  with  R  (SV  om.  787),  or  re,  or  even  both, 

355.  The  marginal  note  is  in  the  same  hand  as  that  in  1.  49. 

361-2.  RSV  have  €KT€LPOPT€S  inStead  of  cktclpop  .  .  .  TTapcovres. 

363.  fyti'ojvro:  or  eyero]/ro  (ABS,  Stein). 
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365*  aipeSr]  av  2a/x]oy  :  aipeBrjcrap  2oploL9  RSV, 

370.  brj:  om.  RSV. 

372.  Aaff€8at/^[o»^ioto-t  (PRS  ;  -rjai  V)  suits  the  size  of  the  lacuna  better  than  AaKedaLplonoL 
(AB,  edd.). 

373-4.  no]|Xx;/f[p(ar)€a  o-Ji-par. :  the  lacuna  ought  not  to  exceed  4  letters,  but  the  omission 
may  have  been  supplied  above  the  line,  as  in  1.  446. 

378- 9.  €]|S[€oi/To:  the  supposed  vestige  of  8  may  belong  to  a  paragraphus.  In  the 
margin  are  traces  of  a  note,  which  might  refer  to  11.  361-2,  but  is  nearer  to  col.  xxiv. 

379- 80.  For  the  alternative  spellings  7rpri\^paTa,  7Tpr)]x[p.aTa  cf.  1.  327  and  int. 

383.  T7[f :  om,  MSS.  But  cf.  e.  g.  v.  82  Tjj  \\6r]vaLrj  tc  (re  om.  SVU)  rp  HoXia^t,  vii, 

43  rfj  ’IXtdSi. 

386.  Trporjepot :  TTporepov  RSV. 

406.  t]oi;  opv\[yp,aT05  tovtov  :  rovrov  tov  dp,  RSV. 

410.  The  supposed  stop  after  Xt]p6va,  which  is  not  wanted,  might  be  the  bottom  of  a 
critical  sign  referring  to  the  marginal  note,  which  begins  7i(ept)  'Kip((va)  and  seems  to  be  of 
an  explanatory  character.  In  the  second  line  too-ei  7r[' or  7r['  (i.e.  napd)  or  cos  eci[at  can  be 
read;  the  third  line  does  not  seem  to  be  X[t]Me[v  .  .  .  The  ink  is  lighter  than  that  of  the 
main  text  and  the  marginal  note  on  1.  131,  and  the  hand  certainly  different  from  that  of 
11.  49  and  355  marg. 

41 1.  Kara:  SO  MSS.,  which  continue  eiKoai  dpyuieW.  Stein  and  Hude  follow  Eltz  in 
reading  kqI  for  /card,  which  is  not  satisfactory.  As  Lobel  remarks,  /card  would  be  expected 
here  to  mean  ‘  about  \  especially  since  most  of  the  dyke  was  under  water ;  cf.  the  frequent 
examples  of  /card  with  numerals  quoted  by  Schweighauser,  Lex,  Herod,  ii,  10.  Hence  the 
mistake  may  well  lie  in  dpyvucov,  for  which  we  suggest  opyvias,  unless  there  was  a  substantive 
€lKo<ri6pyvLovj  meaning  a  ‘length  of  20  fathoms ^ 

423.  01 :  om.  C, 

427—8.  1619  no  doubt  had  brj  ravr///^  (om.  RSV)  between  avi^rjv  and  ro]re. 

430.  7rapayiv'^€To^i  :  or  possibly  ra  [Souo-a. 

434.  Of  the  supposed  breathing  over  e]|  only  the  tip  of  a  horizontal  stroke  is  left,  which 
might  be  interpreted  as  belonging  to  a  paragraphus.  Lines  433-4  would  then  begin  [x]of 
and  [(Ti  e]^,  but  this  arrangement  does  not  suit  11.  432  and  435-6  very  well,  and  is  a  very 
natural  word  on  which  to  place  a  breathing;  cf.  1.  180. 

438.  e]n'e[tre  01’  f7r€t]rf[  can  be  read. 

440.  Otcivt)  :  ’Or.  ^  AB,  edd, ;  ’Or.  ^  C. 

443—4.  fpyov  Se  ovbev  dir  avrSiv  'Kapirpou  yii/erai  MSS.  1619  was  shorter  and  presumably 
omitted  yivirm  or  OTT*  avTd)U  rather  than  Xainrpov, 

445.  /car€crr]ew(ra? :  /carea]rcoo-as  (RSV)  can  equally  well  be  read,  but  is  somewhat  less 
suitable  to  the  supposed  length  of  the  initial  lacuna. 

446.  pUuj  inserted  above  the  line  by  the  first  hand,  is  read  by  all  the  MSS. 

447-  Totcopdc :  so  Hude  with  RSV ;  roloov  ABCP,  Stein. 
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14  X  14*3  cm.  Late  second  or  early  third  century. 

Plate  VI. 

This  fragment  consists  of  the  upper  portion  of  two  columns  and  a  few 
letters  from  the  beginnings  of  lines  of  a  third  column  of  a  roll  containing 
the  first  book  of  Thucydides,  and  covers  chs.  11-14  with  considerable  lacunae. 
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The  script  is  a  medium-sized  uncial  of  a  second— third  century  type,  resembling 
843  (Part  v,  Plate  vi)  and  1175  (Part  ix,  Plate  iii).  That  it  is  more  likely  to  have 
been  written  before  A.  D.  200  than  after  is  indicated  by  the  notes  referring 
to  alternative  readings,  which  have  been  added  later  in  the  upper  margin 
by  a  different  and  cursive  hand.  These  notes  are  very  like  those  in  1234 
(Part  X,  Plate  iv),  of  which  the  main  text  is  not  dissimilar  in  style  to  that 
of  1620,  though  in  a  larger  hand,  and  suggest  a  date  not  later  than  the  reign  of 
Caracalla.  The  main  text  may  therefore  well  be  ascribed  to  the  reign  of 
Commodus  or  even  M.  Aurelius.  The  columns  are  rather  tall,  containing  about 
54  lines  of  18-22  letters.  High  stops  accompanied  by  paragraph!  (which  are  to  be 
restored  after  11.  3, 10,  14,  and  21)  are  frequent,  and  there  are  occasional  diaereses, 
but  no  breathings  or  accents.  Iota  adscript  was  written  in  1.  13,  but 
apparently  not  in  1.  62.  An  omission  in  1.  3  is  supplied  by  the  original  scribe, 
who  also  superscribed  a  variant  in  1.  67  ;  but  a  slip  in  1.  8  is  corrected  by  the 
writer  of  the  marginal  notes,  which  seem  to  be  variants  obtained  from  a  different 
and  older  MS.,  not  corrections  ;  cf.  11.  67-8,  n.  Critical  signs  are  placed  against 
the  notes  and  the  corresponding  line  of  the  text,  four  different  signs  being  found 
in  Col.  ii. 

The  relation  of  the  papyri  of  Thucydides  to  the  vellum  MSS.,  which  are 
divided  into  two  families,  CG  and  BAEF,  M  approximating  to  a  middle  position, 
is  discussed  at  length  in  1376.  int.  ;  cf.  also  Hude,  Bull,  de  lacad,  royale  de 
Dmtemarky  1915,  579-^5*  Of  the  five  best  papyri  the  first  century  specimens 
tend  to  support  C,  those  of  the  second  century  B,  especially  in  the  later  books. 
In  the  chapters  covered  by  1620  both  C  and  F  are  defective,  the  lost  portions 
having  been  supplied  by  later  hands,  in  both  cases  from  MSS.  of  the  C  family 
(c  and  f),  so  that  F  and  f  represent  different  families.  1620,  a  careful  and 
elaborately  revised  text,  agrees  with  B  against  cfG  four  times,  and  with  the 
C  family  against  B  twice.  1621,  however,  which  is  about  a  century  later  than 
1620,  inverts  the  relationship  to  the  two  families,  agreeing  five  times  with  C,  twice 
with  the  B  group.  1622,  which  is  about  fifty  years  earlier  than  1620  and  agrees 
twice  with  either  group,  and  1623,  which  is  three  or  four  centuries  later  and 
agrees  twice  with  the  B  group,  once  with  CG,  are  both  too  short  to  show  their 
real  character.  But  the.  customary  electicism  of  papyri  in  relation  to  the 
mediaeval  MSS.  is  apparent  throughout  the  four  Thucydides  fragments  in  the 
present  volume,  and  the  division  of  the  MSS.  into  two  families  is  no  doubt  later 
than  the  papyrus  period ;  cf.  the  parallel  case  of  the  MSS.  of  Herodotus 
discussed  in  1619.  int. 

New  readings  in  1620  occur  in  11.  i,  73-4,  76,  and  side  by  side  with  the 
traditional  readings  in  11.  61,  67-8,  72  (cf.  also  Col.  i.  marg.,  11.  58,  109,  112,  nn.). 
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Some  of  these  are  concerned  with  trivial  differences,  such  as  the  omission  of  the 
article  or  the  order  of  words ;  but  in  1.  67  the  traditional  participle  is  no  better 
than  the  hitherto  unrecorded  infinitive,  and,  especially  since  the  marginal  readings 
tend  to  be  superior  to  those  of  the  main  text,  the  new  reading  proposed  in  the 
marginal  note  on  11.  67-8  may  well  be  right.  A  tendency  to  smooth  slight 
irregularities  and  roughnesses  of  style  is  traceable  throughout  1620-3,  especially 
in  1621,  which  confirms  two  modern  emendations ;  and,  although  some  of  the 
novelties  can  be  explained  as  editorial  improvements,  and  omissions  may  be 
merely  due  to  accident,  the  four  new  fragments  seem  to  represent  texts  of  rather 
high  quality,  and  distinctly  support  the  impression  gained  by  a  survey  of  the 
longer  Thucydidean  papyri  such  as  16  and  1376,  that  without  resorting  to 
the  drastic  changes  proposed  by  Rutherford  there  are  many  improvements  to  be 
made  upon  the  tradition  of  the  mediaeval  MSS. 


Col.  i. 

]€\€i  Kot  aX(Xa) 


[oL\no[v^oiiTepov  Tpoiav  ei  ii.  2 
[Ajoj/  [aX]Xa  Sl  a)(^p7jpariay  3 

T€ 

[rla  7T[po]  TOVTCDV  acrdepT]  r}v* 

[K]ai  av[T]a  ye  Sr}  TavT[a  6]vopa 
5  [crrjorara  tcoj/  irpiv  y[€]i'0 
[fx]eva'  SrjXovTaL  rof[?  €]pyoi9 

[v7rQ]S€eo‘T€pa  ovra  j[r]]s  (f>r} 
ov 

[pr}]?  Kai  pvp  TTepi 

[aurjo)!'  Sia  rovs  7roL7}Tas 
10  [\oy]ov  KaT[e(r])(7]K0T0s[']  ^net  12.  i 
[KaL  p^Ta  ra  Tp]ct)t/ca 
[7;  EWas  €Ti]  fiejavKTTaTO 
[t€  K]aL  KUTCOlKl^erO  COCTTe 
[prj  r](TV)(^ao‘(a(7‘y]ap  av^T}6rjpai['] 

15  [1  y^P]  CLPa)(0)pT]aLS  Tcop  2 
[EWtjp^cop  IXiov  ypovL 
[a  yevop'levr}  iroXXa 


Col.  ii. 

[X  ‘] 

ra  TTcJpt  Ttts  [va^s 
[T€](ro-apas  Kat  ravra  €[tt]*|  eo-xt 
p-aXiaxa  Kat  aX(Xa) 

5  ^  TTaXatTaxT) 

55  ^CLciXeiaf  vavTtKa  re  ^^rj^p]  13.  i 
Tvero  77  EXXa9  Kai  Tr}s  6a 
Xaaarjs  paXXov  avreiyop 
X  TO-  7rp<OTOt  Se  EopLp6ic[t] 

Xeyoprat  eyyvrara  tov 

60  PVP  TpOTTOV  peTa')(eLpL 
5  crai  Ta  irept  pavs  Kai  Tptrj 
peL9  TTpcoTOP  ep  Eopipdco 
TT}s  EXXaSos  pav7n]yr}[ 

67}pai[-]  (fyaipeTai  6[€  Kai  3 

65  SapLo[i]^  ApeiPOKXrjs  Ko 
pLpd[Lo]s  pav7Triyo[9  pav9 

•s. 

-o  7roL7](raL  T€TT[a]pas**  e[T7) 

S  eaTL  paXL(r7[a]  7pia[K0(Tta 
[e]?  rrjp  TfX^VTtjp  t[o]i/5[€ 

70  TOV  TToXepov  or€  Ape\i 

pokXtjs  Sapi[ois]  7}Xd^-  p[av 
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20  ^yUOVTO  a]0  COl'  €K7THTTT0V 

[rey  ray]  TroXeiy  ^kti^ov 
[^oiCBTOi]  re  yap  oi  vvv  e^r;[ 


[)(/xft)cre]  KaL  (jrao-ei?  ei'  rai?  12.  2 
[noXeaip]  coy  em  to  7roA[t'  e]y[i 


^  ^[axlfa  re  7raXa[c]orar77  13.  4 

^L*']  V 

Olco[p  y]ff'[^]7'[«^] 


32  lines  lost 


75  /cv/3a[(o]v[y]  err]  Se  ixa[Xi 

(jTa  S[LaKo](TL[a  I\iT][^]oi'[ 
ra  e[(rr4  avTOV 


31  lines  lost 


Col.  iii. 


X  [ouy  €7roLT](raTO  Kat  PTjvei  13.  6 


1 15  [rcorara  yczp  ravra  tcov  vau 

riAc[coi'  rjp  (paip^rai  Se  14.  i 

Kat  T[avTa  TroXXacy  yei'e 
a[iy  varepa  yepopepa  tcop 
T[pcoLK(Op  TptrjpeaL  pep 
3  lines  lost,  traces  of  8  lines, 


no  a[p  eXcop  apedrjKe  rm  Atto 


[X]X[coj'i  rcoi  Ar]XLm  ^ayKaus 


D  re  [MaaaaXiap  olki^op 
re[y  Kapy7]8opLOVs  ept 
KCt)[p  pavpa')(ovpTes  Svpa 


and  32  lines  lost 


Col.  i.  marg.  kul  aX(Xa)  ‘  and  so  on  ’  recurs  in  the  third  marginal  note  at  the  top  of 
Col.  ii.  The  preceding  word  apparently  does  not  occur  anywhere  in  the  known  text 
of  11.  1-54,  and  an  unknown  variant  seems  to  be  indicated  ;  cf.  11.  67-8,  n.  Jc  aet  or  ]#ca(rt 
or  J^cXet  can  be  substituted  for  ]eXei. 

I.  Tpntav:  TTJV  Tpoinu  XISS.  Cf.  11.  58,  61,  73-4,  nn. 

3.  Tf,  supplied  by  the  first  hand,  is  in  all  the  MSS. 

r>[po]  TovTcou :  so  A^cF^GIVI,  edd. ;  7r[poj]  t.  (A^BEF^)  is  unsuitable  to  the  size  of 
the  lacuna. 

4.  ye  :  om.  cfG. 

8.  Tcov,  the  reading  of  the  first  hand,  is  a  mere  error. 

II.  TjbT],  which  has  a  line  above  it  to  indicate  deletion,  is  not  known  as  a  variant  here, 
14.  [pj)  T](Tvxao(a(T)]av :  the  traces  of  a  are  very  slight,  but  p  is  fairly  certain,  and  there 

is  not  room  for  more  than  7  or  8  letters  in  the  lacuna,  ^(Tvxdaacra  cf Hude ;  pfj 
^(Tvxd(Ta(Tav  ABEMf  Stuart  Jones, 

i7~i8.  eveajp^/zojo-e] :  SO  AEM  *  h'€6xp<o(T€  Bcf,  edd. 

19.  €7ri  TO  7roX[i; :  SO  cEf,  Hude  ;  om.  r6  ABM,  Stuart  Jones. 

21.  ras]  TToXcts:  SO  MSS.,  Stuart  Jones;  veas  (Madvig,  Hude)  does  not  suit  the  size  of 
the  lacuna. 

22.  Gertz  wished  to  omit  yap. 

Col.  ii.  marg.  Cf.  11.  58,  61,  67-8,  72,  nn.,  and  for  KataX(Xa)  Col.  i.  marg.  n. 

58.  Which  word  or  words  in  this  line  were  referred  to  in  the  lost  marginal  note  at  the 
tcp  of  Col.  ii  is  uncertain.  The  only  clue  afforded  by  the  MSS.  is  the  circumstance  that  in 
E  the  L  of  Trpojroi  is  by  a  later  hand,  perhaps  indicating  TTparov  as  the  original  reading ;  cf. 
TTpojToi/ in'I.  62.  If  not  TrpwToy,  the  lost  variant  may  have  been  01  Koptv^tot ;  cf,  11.  i,  61, 
73-4,  nn. 
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61.  pavs :  raff  pats  MSS.,  agreeing  with  the  reading  in  the  second  marginal  note. 
TpLTjpeis  immediately  following  has  no  article,  and  rdff  can  be  dispensed  with ;  but  the 
omission  may  be  due  to  the  accidental  collocation  of  vavs  and  rpir^peis  which  belong 
to  different  sentences.  Cf.  11.  i,  58,' 73-4,  nn. 

62.  TTpcuTOP  €P  Kopiv6<ti  I  SO  BcEf,  Hude  5  eV  K.  np,  AGM,  Stuart  Jones.  Cf.  11.  73”4> 
76-7,  nn. 

63.  pavnrjyrjSrjvai  i  SO  ABEGIVI,  Stuart  Jones  j  evpavTT,  cfG  suprascr,  Hude. 

67.  noiijcrai  i  rroiricras  MSS.,  agreeing  with  the  superscribed  reading.  The  infinitive 
makes  the  statement  less  definite  and  is  quite  appropriate. 

T€TT[a]pasy  with  the  marginal  variant  [rejo-o-apaff :  cf.  the  superscribed  (tot  in  the  case  of 
16.  i.  4  €(j)v\aTTOV  and  38  1]TTT)6€L€P, 

67-8.  €[ri?]  d  €(TTi  paXto-ra :  SO  all  MSS.  ;  the  marginal  variant  kqi  ravra  co-ti  paX.  is 
unknown  here,  but  at  1.  76,  where  1620  like  ABEGM  has  €tt}  de  pa[Xi]o-ra,  cfG  add.  have 
hrf  de  pdX.  Kol  TavTj)  and  Bekker's  N  hrj  Be  pdX.  Ka\  ravra.  The  most  probable  explanation  of 
this  duplicate  set  of  variations  is  that  the  original  reading  was  that  of  1620.  marg.,  but  Kai 
ravra  was  Omitted,  d  being  inserted  in  its  place  (so  1620.  67,  ABEGM);  Kat  ravra  was,  how¬ 
ever,  supplied  in  the  margin,  from  which  the  words  were  restored  to  the  text  in  the  wrong 
place  (as  in  N),  resulting  in  the  subsequent  emendation  of  ravra  to  ravrij  (cfG  add.).  If  the 
reading  of  the  later  MSS.  (G  is.  1 3th  cent. ;  cf  are  later  than  CF),  which  editors  have  hitherto 
adopted,  be  supposed  to  be  original,  it  is  almost  inexplicable  that  neither  the  scribe  nor  the 
corrector  of  1620  knew  of  the  reading  Ka\  ravrrj  in  1.  ^6,  and  that  the  corrector  should  make 
matters  worse  instead  of  better.  The  source  of  the  marginal  variants  in  1620  is  probably 
older  than  the  main  text,  and  may  well  have  been  a  Ptolemaic  papyrus  or  at  any  rate  as  old 
as  the  archetype  of  1620.  In  view  of  the  great  antiquity  of  the  reading  Kat  ravra  and  the 
very  late  character  of  the  evidence  for  koi  ravrp  we  much  prefer  to  explain  the  variations  in 
the  light  of  their  chronological  arrangement,  and  to  regard  the  readings  of  (a)  1620.  67  and 
the  older  MSS.  and  (d)  N  as  intermediate  steps  in  the  process  by  which  the  reading 
preserved  in  1620.  marg.  became  corrupted  into  that  of  cfG  add. 

71.  »;X^e:  so  MSS.;  ?X<96v  edd.  The  earlier  papyri  of  Thucydides  as  a  rule  omit 
p  etpcXKvo'riKop  at  the  end  of  a  sentence ;  cf.  e.  g.  1622.  81,  84* 

72.  7raXo[t]o7-aTr? :  SO  some  of  the  deteriores;  the  earlier  MSS.  h^ve  naXairarr)  here,  as 

has  the  marginal  note,  but  in  e.  g.  ch.  i.  i  Tra'XaioTepa  occurs. 

73—4.  ©[t']  i][d^r]  to[p]ev  17  KopipBLoy^p  ^]i»/[f]T[at] :  ^p  lapep  yiyverai  Kop.  MSS.  (G  at  first  in¬ 
serted  yiyperai  before  lapePy  but  erased  it),  ter  is  fairly  certain,  and  the  preceding  letter  can 
be  r]y  p,  or  Py  while  the  letter  after  ta[p]€y,  if  not  rj,  must  be  p :  the  traces  of  ep  and  of  a  letter 
after  a[p]  are  very  slight  and  indecisive.  [i]a-p[€]i>  Kop.  might  be  read,  but  before  it  cop 
is  not  long  enough  and  <op  [n^peis  is  inadmissible.  Is  not  very  satisfactory,  but  prefer¬ 

able  to  cu[p]  a[v]pi(i[p.]€P.  The  insertion  of  the  article  before  KopipOt(c[p  may  be  right 
(cf.  11.  I,  58,  6t,  nn.);  the  loss  of  it  may  be  due  to  the  hiatus  created  when  yiyperai 
was  placed  before  instead  of  after  7  Koptv^fwv.  That  1620  had  the  form  ^0 

is  uncertain,  for  can  be  read. 

75—6.  parXilora  :  paX.  Ka\  ravrrj  cfG  add.,  edd.,*  cf.  11.  67^8,  n. 

^6— 7.  6[iaKoja’i[a  €]^»j[K]oi/ra :  e^^K,  Kat  diaK,  MSS.  The  traces  suit  6[iaKo]<ri[a  very  well, 

but  in  1.  77  p]fx[pi  is  quite  uncertain.  ^  •  .  intcc 

109.  To  what  the  critical  sign  refers  is  uncertain.  The  only  variants  m  the  Mbb.  at 

this  point  concern  the  spelling  or  ^Pijplap  (in  other  authors  spelled  Prjpaiap  or 

'PT}paiap)y  except  for  the  dittography  *?T}V€iap  ape^^p  in  cf.  ^ 

1 1 2.  The  critical  sign  perhaps  refers  to  a  variant  concerning  the  spelling  of  Matro-aXtai' 
(Meacra^^lap,  MaaaXtay,  Matro-tXiav,  or  Macrcra\iap  I\ISS.). 
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1621.  Thucydides  ii  {Speeches), 

14-3  X  11*4  cm.  Fourth  century.  Plate  V 

(verso). 

This  leaf  of  a  vellum  codex  is  of  a  somewhat  novel  character,  since  it 
belongs  to  a  collection  of  the  speeches  in  Thucydides.  The  fragment  contains 
the  conclusion  of  the  speech  of  Archidamus  at  the  beginning  of  the  war  (ii.  ii) 
and  the  beginning  of  the  funeral  oration  of  Pericles  (ii.  35).  There  are  21  lines 
on  a  page  and  20-5  letters  in  a  line.  Traces  of  the  pagination  are  visible 
on  both  sides,  but  the  figures  are  illegible.  The  hand  is  a  calligraphic  uncial  of 
the  same  type  as  the  Codex  Sinaiticus,  and  the  fragment  has  a  special  palaeo- 
graphical  interest,  for  some  omissions  by  the  first  hand  (11.  18  and  26)  have  been 
supplied  in  darker  brown  ink  by  a  cursive  hand.  These  cursive  additions 
are  not  later  than  the  fourth  century,  and  the  main  text  is  likely  to  belong  to  the 
early  or  middle  part  of  that  century.  Stops  occur  in  the  high,  middle,  and  low 
positions,  but  are  partly  due  to  the  corrector.  A  stroke  for  punctuation  (1.  2)  and 
occasional  diaereses  and  elision-marks  are  due  to  the  original  scribe,  a  breathing 
to  the  corrector.  Iota  adscript  was  generally  written  :  where  omitted,  it  has  been 
supplied  in  at  least  one  place  (1.  16)  and  perhaps  two  others  (11.  10  and  15), 
apparently  by  the  corrector. 

The  text  as  corrected  is  on  the  whole  a  good  one  and  has  several  interesting 
novelties,  which  are  in  most  cases  superior  to  the  readings  of  the  MSS.  The 
omission  of  the  unsatisfactory  oi/rco  in  1.  4  confirms  a  conjecture  of  Madvig^ 
though  confidence  in  the  omissions  in  1621  is  .somewhat  shaken  not  only  by  the 
two  mistaken  omissions  of  the  first  hand,  which  are  supplied  by  the  corrector,  but 
by  a  third  (1.  36),  which  has  escaped  his  notice,  vfjuv  for  in  1.  25  confirms  the 
conjecture  of  Hude  already  substantiated  by  863.  vii.  15,  the  confusion  between 
these  words  being  of  course  common,  aixvvaa-dai  for  aixvvecrOaL  in  1.  4  and  the 
omission  of  t(ov  before  aXkcov  in  1.  19  may  well  be  right.  C  is  supported  against 
B  five  times,  B  against  C  twice  ;  cf.  1620.  int. 


Recto. 

•  [• 

yoraroL  a[i^  TVpos  re  to  e  ii.  5 

Tn'^<eLp^L(j\6]aL  aacpaXeararoP 

Se  ovS  em  ahwarov  6 

[a]pvua<76aL  7ro[X]Ly  epyopeOa 
5  [aXX]a  TOi?  TTacTLv  apiaTa  7rap€(7K[ev 
[a(r]fi€i^r)P*  coore  ^pr;  Kai  iravv 


Verso. 

.[.] 

aVTCOP  opav*  coy  [ov\v  eiri  TO<rav[  9 
T7]p  TToXip  o-TpaTeyoPTe^  Kai 
peyicrT[?7]i'  oi(rop€vo[L 

25  roty  re  Trpoyopoi?  Kai  vpiv  a[v 

€K  tcov  a7roPai[vovT«v 
TOLS  eTT  apcpOTepa  eneade  [0 
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^95 


Sta  ^a)(r)S  CevaL  aVTo[v9 
[64]  fi7]  Kai  vvp  (opfitjvTaL  eu  (o[l  ? 
ovTToo  napeafiep*  aXX*  orav 
lo  T7]i  yrjL  opQXiLv  7]pa9  Sr]ovpra[9 
76  Kai  Ta  eKeiPcop  (f)0eLpovTa[9 
vraaL  yap  ev  tols  oppaau  Kai  ep  t[(o  7 
napavTiKa  opap  Tracr^oi^ras* 

T4  arjOes  opyrj  7rpoa7rt7rTe[L 
15  Kai  04  Xoyiapcoi  eXa^iara  [xp]^f> 
pepoL  6vpcoi  7rX€L(TTa  6?  f[p]yo 
KaOicTTaPTar  A6r]Paiovs  Se  8 

Tl 

Kai  TrXeiop  tcop  aXXcop  eiKo^ 

TOVTO  Spacrai'  01  ap)(^eip  re  aXX^ 

20  [a]^iov(Tr  Kai  eniopres  Trjp  ro) 
rreXas  Srjovp  paXXop  rj  t(op 


TTT]  ap  74?  rjyrjTai*  KOcrpo[p 
Kai  (pvXaKtjp  Trepi  rrapTos  7r[o4 
ovpepoi  Kai  Ta  7rap[ay]y6AA[o 
30  pepa  0^60)?  Se')(opep[6\L'  KaX 

[A]40‘704/  yap  ToSe  Kai  aa(})aX€aT[a 
TOP  7roXXov9  opTas  €Pi  Koapcoi 
)(^po)p€POV9  (f)aipeadai* 

€7riTa(f)ios 

35  o[4  p]ep  7roAAo4  tcop  (ep)6aSe  rjSrj  35. 
eiprjKOTcop  enaipovcri  top 
TTpoadepTa  tcoi  popcoi  top  Xo 
yop  TOpSe  C09  KaXop  eni  tois  [ 

6K  TCOP  TToXepcop  daTrTope[ 

40  pois  ayopevecrOai  avrop'  ^p[oi 
8^  apKovp  ap  eSoKei  eipai  ap[ 


4.  ^cL^tivvaaBaL :  dfivv^aBai  ovtco  MSS.,  StUart  JoneS  j  dfivvecrdai  omitting  ovTco  Hude, 
following  Madvig,  For  other  variations  between  and  dfxvpaaSai  cf.  e.  g.  i.  96.  i. 

II.  Ta  €K€iv(Dv  :  so  C  ^  TQ  * KCivcDV  A  j  rd/cfiVco*'  BEFM,  edd. 

12—13.  KOI  €1/  .  .  .  opav  is  deleted  by  Hude,  who  alters  ndaxovras  to  nda-xova-i, 

14.  Tl  :  T€  C. 

15.  Usener  wished  to  delete  01. 

18.  Tl,  supplied  by  the  corrector,  is  in  all  the  MSS. 

19.  aWcju:  Ta>v  d\X(Dv  MSS.;  but  TO)!/ aXXo)!^  has  just  occurred  in  1.  18  and  aXXcoi/is  quite 
defensible. 

21.  rav:  MSS.,  rightly.  It  is  certain  that  rav  was  first  written,  but  the  second 

half  of  the  w  is  incompletely  preserved,  and  o)  may  have  been  corrected  to  rj, 

22.  avT<ou:  avTwv  C,  Hude,  Stuart  Jones;  (qvtmv  ABEFM^  avT6i>u  was  probably 
meant  by  the  papyrus  and  is  likely  to  be  right. 

22—3.  TO(rau|r77i/ :  SO  CEG  marg,  B  yp.  F^  yp,  M^f  ex  corr.,  edd. ;  t^u  aXXr]v  ABFM* ; 
roiavTTju  some  late  MSS. 

24.  OL(TOp€VOl  :  ol6p€VOl  B. 

25.  vptu:  so  853;  MSS.  Cf.  int. 

35.  o[t  p]€u  :  so  ABEFM  with  Tiberius,  Syrianus,  Dionysius,  Castor,  and  Max.  Plan. 
Hude  (but  not  Stuart  Jones)  formerly  carried  his  preference  for  CG  to  the  length  of  reading 
ph  ovv,  but  now  (ed.  maior®)  brackets  ovv. 

35~6.  r]dr]  €ipi)K0Ta>v :  SO  CG  (767  add.  G^),  schol.,  Syrianus,  Max.  Plan.,  edd. ;  (IprjKoTcov 
fjbr)  ABEFM  ;  om.  rjbrj  Tiberius,  Castor.  The  MSS.  of  Dionysius  vary  between  7S7  eip.  and 

6ip.  7§7. 

39-  TToXepcov  :  TToXewv  ABF. 

40.  Dobree  wished  to  omit  awop. 

41.  6*:  be  CG,  edd.  opKovp  ap:  dp  dpKoup  M. 

O  2 
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1622.  Thucydides  ii. 


17*5  X  21-2  cm.  Early  second  century.  Plate  IV, 

The  chief  interest  of  this  much  damaged  fragment,  which  consists  of 
the  lower  halves  of  two  columns  and  a  bit  of  the  column  preceding,  and  contains 
parts  of  chs.  65  and  67  of  Thuc.  ii,  is  palaeographical,  for  on  the  verso  is  part  of 
a  contract  for  loan  dated  in  Mecheir  of  the  iith  year  of  Antoninus  Pius 
(a.  D.  so  that  the  recto  must  have  been  written  before  148,  probably  in  the 

reign  of  Hadrian,  and  is  an  unusually  well  dated  specimen  of  second-century 
uncial  writing.  Other  papyri  which  more  or  less  approximate  to  it  in  style  and 
date  are  9  (Part  i,  Plate  iii,  which  was  there  dated  somewhat  too  late),  841 
(Part  V,  Plate  iii),  1233  (Part  x,  Plate  iii),  and  1619  (Plate  iv).  A  > -shaped  sign 
is  used  for  filling  up  short  lines,  and  pauses  are  indicated  by  occasional  blank 
places,  paragraph!,  and  stops  chiefly  in  the  middle  position  (the  high  stop 
at  the  end  of  1.  51  is  not  certain).  A  mark  of  quantity  occurs  in  1.  53,  and 
a  correction  of  spelling,  possibly  in  a  different  hand,  in  1.  81.  The  column  con¬ 
tained  29-30  lines  of  16-22  letters.  Iota  adscript  was  written.  1622  agrees  with 
C  twice  and  with  the  other  family  twice ;  cf.  1620.  int.  The  only  new  reading 
occurs  in  the  very  compressed  sentence  beginning  in  1.  84,  of  which  the  end  is  not 
preserved.  Here  the  text  of  1622  is  apparently  corrupt  as  it  stands,  but  is 
perhaps  nearer  the  original  than  the  reading  of  the  MSS.,  which  may  be  only  an 
emendation  ;  cf.  n.  ad  loc. 


Col.  i. 

17  lines  lost  and  traces  of  7  lines 
25  [aovToy  Tcoi  Il€pLKX]a  ene  65.  13 
[pi(T(T€V(r€  Tore]  a(f>  (ou  avrof 
[npo€]y[v](o  [«]a;  [TTa]yv  ay  pai 

Col.  ii. 

.  16  lines  lost 

[K]aL  To[i;]  a\yTov  depov]^  T[eXei;  67. 
TCOUT09  ApL(rT[ev]9  Kopiv 
610?  Kai  AaK€.8[aYp(\yY^^ 

50  npea^ei?  Aj/rjpio-TO?  Kat  Nl 
Ko\ao9  Kai  JJpaToSapLos* 

Kai  TeyeaTTj^  Tipayopas 
Kai  Apy€io9  iSidL  noX[\]i9 


[5(0)9]  7r6[p](y6j/€cr^ai 
[7roX](y  IT[eX]o7r9y^'7;o-([ 

30  [o)J/  aVTCOv]  TCOl  TToXe/xcoL 

Col.  iii. 

16  lines  lost 

p[ouo]9  TT[apa  TCOL  SltuXktjl  67. 

7r€[L]dovat  TQV  SccSoKOy 
Toy  y€yeu7][p.]€vov  A6[7j 

80  va[Loy  2]LTaXKov  vlov*  To[i;y 
€ 

auSpa?  ey'^ipLaai  cr(j>LaL'  [0 
TTcos  fir]  Sia^avTes  cos  ^\a 
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7T0p€V0IX€V0[L  €s]  TT]]/  A(Tl 
55  ai/  0)9  PdaiXea  [€i  7r]a>9  net 
u^Lav  avTov  re 

[ll\€LV^  acj)LKvovy\f\aL  [cos]  Xi 
[T\a\Kr}v  TTpccTov  [t]o[i^  T]rj 
60  [p]^co  €9  &paiKrj[if  ^ov]XopL€ 
Fr.  2. 


(TiXea  T7]u  eK€Lvov  ttoXlv  [ 

TO  fjL€po9  jSXayjrcocn  0  $€> 

85  7ropevop€i'ov[9 

aVT0V9  Sia  TTJ9  &paLK7]9  € 

TTi  TO  ttXolov  efieXXe  > 

Toy  [EX]Xrj(T7royToy  7re[ 
[p]aLQ)[o‘eLy]  npiy  €[<r]^aiy€Ly  [ 

].0.[ 


28-9.  T[riv  I  TToXjti^ :  SO  CG,  Aristides,  edd. ;  ABEFM. 

5 1 .  nparoSa/LiOs*  :  SO  IM,  edd.  ,  HJpaTohruxoi  CEFG  J  ^rparobrjiios  AB. 

57.  7rap€X€[i]^  (AB  corr.  EFM)  suits  the  vestiges  much  better  than  7rapacr;^€[t]v  (CGB' 
edd.). 

79.  top:  om.  CG. 

80.  viov :  vlcov  A I  v6v  Hude. 

81.  (T(j)i<Ti :  for  the  omission  of  p  €(^€Xki/ot«koi/  cf.  1.  84  and  1620.  71,  n. 

84  sqq.  For  epeWe  in  1.  87  the  ]\ISS.  have  a  epeXXop^  making  nepaiaaeip  intransitive 
contrary  to  the  customary  usage  of  the  passive  in  this  sense,  as  was  noticed  by  Thomas 
Magister  (early  fourteenth  century).  f/neXXc  may  be  merely  a  blunder  due  to  some  one  who 
wished  to  make  7r€paia(r€tp  transitive  and  ignored  ^vXXap^apei^  which  follows  iG^aip^ip  (1.  89) 
in  the  MSS.  and  governs  iropevophovs  auTovs.  The  loss  of  the  end  of  the  sentence  in  1622 
is  unfortunate,  for  the  construction  was  not  quite  clear.  After  $v\Xap^dp€i  the  MSS. 
continue  dXXovs  de  (so  CG ;  bq  Hude ;  om.  ABEFM,  Stuart  Jones)  ^vpir^pyj/as  pera  rov 
Aedpxov  Tov  ^ApeiPidSov  /cat  f/cfXcuo’c*/  iK^ipois  irapabovpai,  fpiXXe  cannot  be  defended  as  long  as 
the  subject  of  it  is  Sitalces,  who,  as  the  context  shows,  had  no  intention  of  allowing  the 
Spartan  envoys  to  cross  the  Hellespont ;  but  with  the  correction  (o)  ^p^XXi  (sc.  the  ship)  the 
difficulty  arising  from  the  intransitive  use  of  7r€paid>(T€iv  would  be  removed,  since  a  second 
accusative  for  that  verb  could  easily  be  understood  from  Tropsvopepovs  avrovs :  cf.  Polyb.  iii. 
1 1 3.  6  Tovs  XoiTTOVs  i^ayay^p  .  .  .  /cat  Trepaiaxras  Kara  birrovs  tottovs  to  pnOpov,  a  €p€XXop  would 
on  this  theory  represent  an  attempt  to  emend  the  text  as  found  in  1622. 

Fr.  2.  This  fragment  was  adhering  to  the  top  left-hand  corner  of  the  papyrus, 
but  apparently  by  accident.  If  it  really  belongs  to  11.  19-21,  it  may  refer  to  7rpo(ry€]uop[€Pcoi 
or  Il€Xo^fTOP^Pq(TlOlS. 

1623.  Thucydides  iii. 

14*7  X  5*5  cm.  Fifth  or  sixth  century. 

This  fragment  of  a  leaf  of  a  vellum  codex  contains  part  of  Thuc.  iii.  7-9, 
with  fairly  numerous  stops  (in  all  three  positions),  paragraph!,  accents,  breathings, 
and  diaereses.  The  only  correction  preserved,  the  insertion  of  a  r'  e^eXKuorrt/coV  in 
1.  45,  is  due  to  the  original  scribe,  who  wrote  a  good-sized  upright  oval  uncial 
hand  of  the  fifth  or  sixth  century.  Iota  adscript  is  omitted  once  and  written 
once.  Traces  of  ruling  are  discernible  on  the  recto,  which  is  the  hair  side.  The 
text  in  spite  of  its  comparatively  late  date  stands  somewhat  apart  from  the 


THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI 


:gS 

mediaeval  MSS.,  agreeing  once  with  CGM,  probably  twice  with  the  B  group 
(cf.  1620.  int.),  and  presenting  several  new  readings.  Of  these  the  omission  of 
T&i;  in  1.  I  and  to  ireCov  for  t6v  tt.  in  1.  ii  are  quite  defensible.  More  interest¬ 
ing  is  the  variant  avi[7T\€va€  for  eTrAeucre  in  1.  8,  where  the  simple  verb  was  rather 
ambiguous.  The  precise  nature  of  the  variation  in  11.  19-20  is  obscured  by 
lacunae.  1616  was  found  with  1623. 


Recto. 

[nXetovs  a]Tro7refi7r€L  7TaXi[~“  7.  3 
\j7r  oLKOp]  0  Aaa>7ri0S‘  auroy  4 

[S  €)((op  5]a)(5€;ca  a(pLKvei 

[rai  ey  Nav]7raKT0P-  Kai  ucrre 
5  [pop  AKap]pdua9  apacrrr] 

[era?  7rapSr)]peL.  (rTpaT€V€t 
[€7r  OiPLuSas]  KaL  rais  re  vav 
[<jL  Kara  ?  tov  ^^]€Aa)0i^  a^e 
[TrXeucre  Kai  0]  Kara  yr]p  arpa 
10  [roy  eSrjtov  T7]]p  ^copap* 

[coy  S  ov  7rpo(T€)(](x>povp.  to  pe  5 
[ne^op  a(f>Lr]<Tip]  auroy  Se 
[nXevera^  ey  AevK]aSa  kul  ano 
[^aaip  €y  Nr]pLKo]p  TTOLTjaa 

15  [pepos  apa)(^pa)]p  SiacfiOei 

[p^TUL  avTOS  T€  Aca]t  TT/y  arpa 
[rmy  TL  p^pos  VTvo  t^ccp  avro 
[6ep  re  ^vp^orjOrjcrlapTcop 
[Kai  (f)povp(op  Tipcop  ?]  (HP  yarepo  6 
20  [vnoaTTOpSov?  rot’y]  P€Kpov9 
[aTTOTrXevaapres  ol]  AOrjpai 
[oi  napa  tcop  A^vko^Skhp 
10  lines  lost 


Verso. 

SevTepop  epiKa  [Kai  eirei  8 

St]  peTa  T7]P  €[opTT]P  Ka 

35  TeerTrjaap  ey  Ao['youy  einop 

TOidSe*  TO  pep  [KaOeerTOS  9.  i 

Tofy  ^EXXr](rL  po[pLpop  co  ap 
Spe9  AaKeSai[popioL  Kai 
^vppa\oi  T\<Tpep  tov9 
40  yap  a^iaTa[pepov9  ep  tols 
7roXepoL9  K[ai  ^vppayiap 
T7JP  irpip  [aTToXeiTTOPTas 
o\  8e^ape[poL  Ka6 .  ocrop  pep 
(H^eXovp[Tai  ep  rjSoprjL 
45  ^xovaiv*  p()[pL^opTes  S  ,et 

pal  TTpo8[oTaS  TCHP  TTpO  TOV 
(f>LX(OP  ^eipovs  TjyovpTai 
Kai  ovK  a[&A:oy  avTTj  r]  a^i  2 
coacs  ecrT[LP  ei  Tv^oiep  rrpos 
50  aXX7]X[ov9  OL  T€  acpKTTa 
pepoL  K[aL  a(j>  cop  SiaKpi 

POLPTO  [l<T0L  pep  TT}  yPCD 
pr]i  oi/[T€y  Kai  evpoia 
(ZPTi[7raXoL  Se  T7]l  napa 
10  lines  lost 


r.  TrXetoi;?  aj/roTTf/x/ret  ;  ttX.  aTTOTrefiTTfi  Ta>v  P€S>p  MSS.  Since,  at  prje^  occurred  in  the 
previous  sentence,  the  repetition  is  unnecessary. 

8-9.  Qi/f |[7rXfDCT6 :  €7rXfvcr€  MSS.  dvanXnp  occurs  only  once  in  Thuc.  i.  104.  2  kqI 
dpQTrXfvo-apres  otto  OaXdao-r]^  es  top  NelXop,  where  it  implies  sailing  up  stream.  If  this  was  also 
implied  here,  es  top  Ap^J^Xcooi^  ap.  may  have  been  the  reading ;  but  aj'€[7rX6i;(7€  may  simply 
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mean  ‘  sailed  out in  which  case  it  hardly  differs  from  the  simple  verb  and  Kara  means  '  in 
the  direction  of’  or  ‘off'  or  perhaps  even  ‘  on  Oeniadae  was  situated  near  the  mouth  of 
the  Acheloiis,  surrounded  in  winter  by  marshes  into  which  the  Acheloiis  flowed  (Thuc.  ii. 
102.  2),  and  of  which  one  connected  with  the  Gulf  of  Corinth  according  to  Strabo, 
p.  459*  The  ships  may  therefore  have  been  taken  a  little  way  up  the  river.  A  compound 
verb  has  this  advantage  over  the  simple  one  that  it  is  not  open  to  the  interpretation  ‘  he 
sailed  down  the  Acheloiis  ,  which  is  inadmissible  here  j  cf.  iv,  2^,  8  Talr  fxeu  pav(T\  TrcptTrXfu- 
(raPT€s  Kara  top  AK€(ripr)p  (in  Sicily)  TTora^op  t^p  yrjp  €dr]ovp»  That  dp€7r\€v(r€  here  means 
‘  sailed  back '  (Asopius  had  already  passed  Acarnania  on  his  way  up  the  gulf  to  Naupactus) 
is  less  likely. 

II.  TO ;  TOP  MSS.  Thucydides  uses  both  the  masculine  and  neuter  of  Trejos  substan- 
tivally 

18— 19.  “VToj[^€V  (ABEFM,  edd.)  suits  the  length  of  the  lacuna  better  than  aurd|[^4  (CG). 
The  supposed  accent  is  very  doubtful. 

19— 20.  Tipoip}]  a>p  v(rT€pop  |[u7rocr7ro»/5ovf  :  Tipa>p  oXiyap  Ka\  varepop  vtt.  MSS.  There 
is  certainly  not  room  for  both  tlp(dp  and  oXiycop  and  there  is  no  trace  of  /cat,  but  ap  instead  of 
being  S>p  might  be  the  termination  of  tip^cdp  or  oAtyjcoi/  with  d  before  vTroa-Trop^ovs  in  1,  20, 
though  the  supplement  there  is  quite  long  enough,  v  and  €p  of  vcrrepop  are  fairly  certain ; 
the  (TT  is  cramped  and  seems  to  have  been  corrected,  probably  from  tt,  and  6  is  not  a  very 
satisfactory  reading.  ^  a>p  is  not  in  accordance  with  Thucydidean  usage  in  this  context,  /cat 
varepop  vnoaTTopdovs  being  common. 

37-8.  ai^]|5pf9  :  so  ABEFM  ;  om.  CG,  edd. 

41.  TToXepots  :  so  CGM,  edd.  *  TroXc/icotj  ABEF. 

1624.  Plato,  Protagoras, 

Fr.  I  10*5  X  17  cm.  Third  century.  Plate  VI 

(Cols.  Ixiii-iv,  Ixvi). 

These  scanty  remains  of  a  roll  containing  the  Protagoras  originally  consisted 
of  about  100  pieces,  of  which  nearly  three-quarters  have  been  placed  and  some 
very  minute  scraps  ignored.  The  identified  fragments,  which  amount  to  about 
!230  lines  in  all,  are  scattered  over  the  latter  part  of  the  dialogue  from  pp.  337- 
57,  representing  23  out  of  the  last  71  columns,  but  none  at  all  completely. 
The  upper  margin  is  partly  preserved  in  Cols,  ii,  xx,  xxxv,  xxxvii,  xlv,  Ixi, 
Ixiii-v,  the  lower  in  Cols,  i,  xvi,  and  Ixiii,  showing  that  each  column  contained 
37  or  38  narrow  lines  of  10-17  letters,  usually  12  or  13.  The  writing  is  a  hand¬ 
some  specimen  of  the  now  well-known  third-century  type  of  uncials  approximating 
to  that  of  the  early  biblical  codices ;  cf.  1365.  int.  Like  1017  (Phaedrus),  1624 
is  remarkable  for  the  presence  of  many  corrections  or  alternative  readings,  which 
have  been  inserted  in  a  different  and  cursive  hand.  These  seem  to  have  been 
written  somewhat  later  in  the  third  century  than  the  scholia  in  1241,  but  to  be 
contemporary  with  the  scholia  in  P.  Grenf.  ii.  12,  the  main  text  in  those  two 
papyri  being  in  hands  very  similar  to  the  first  hand  of  1624,  which  is 
probably  not  later  than  the  middle  of  the  century.  Iota  adscript  was  written, 
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so  far  as  can  be  judged.  Paragraph!  were  employed  by  the  first  hand,  but  in 
the  four  places  in  which  they  occur  have  been  placed  in  brackets  by  the  corrector. 
Stops  in  all  three  positions  occur,  besides  double  dots  marking  a  change  of 
speaker,  but  in  many  cases  are  due  to  the  corrector,  who  was  apparently  responsible 
for  a  breathing  in  1.  169  and  accent  in  1.  1285.  Wedge-shaped  signs  for  filling 
up  short  lines,  occasional  diaereses  over  t  and  v,  and  probably  the  accent  in  1.  16 
and  elision-mark  in  1.  227  are  due  to  the  first  hand.  The  corrector’s  omissions, 
apart  from  the  bracketing  of  paragraphi  mentioned  above,  are  indicated  in 
11.  1 14,  272,  589  by  a  stroke,  elsewhere  by  dots,  above  the  letters  in  question. 

Papyri  of  Plato  are  now  fairly  numerous,  1624  being  the  19th  known  ;  but 
no  fragments  of  the  Protagoras  have  been  discovered  previously.  For  this 
dialogue  the  chief  MSS.  are  B  (the  Clarkeanus),  T  (the  Marcianus),  and  W 
(Vindobonensis  54) ;  but  1624  happens  to  cover  very  few  passages  in  which  they 
differ  seriously.  A  mistake  of  BT  is  avoided  (1.  360),  but  in  11.  629  and  663  the 
papyrus  apparently  supports  BT  against  W.  In  11.  319  and  435  the  first  hand 
agrees  with  the  reading  of  W,  the  corrector  with  that  of  BT  (in  1.  435  not 
exactly).  Some  agreements  between  1624  and  Vaticanus  1029  are  noticeable 
(11.  435,  592,  632,  nn.)  and  the  text  of  Stobaeus  is  supported  in  1.  396,  so  that 
with  regard  to  the  existing  tradition  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  1624  was 
less  eclectic  than  the  longer  Plato  papyri  from  Oxyrhynchus,  843  and  1016-17. 
In  the  new  readings,  which  are  frequent,  the  first  hand  and  the  corrector  usually 
took  different  views,  the  only  instance  in  which  they  agreed  upon  a  hitherto 
unrecorded  variant  being  the  insertion  of  the  article  before  /xepet  in  1.  288.  In 
11.  6,  594,  632,  and  637  the  corrector  has  restored  the  ordinary  reading  of  the 
MSS.  by  inserting  words  omitted  either  intentionally  or  by  inadvertence  by 
the  first  hand  ;  cf.  also  11.  176-7,  n.  The  first  hand  was  not  a  very  accurate 
scribe,  to  judge  by  several  apparent  repetitions  of  syllables  ;  cf.  1.  114,  n.,  and 
843  {Symposumi)^  which  has  numerous  mistakes  of  this  character.  The  most 
striking  of  the  new  readings  rejected  by  the  corrector  is  the  addition  of  al  before 
taai  in  1.  589,  a  reading  which  had  been  generally  adopted  by  modern  editors 
from  a  conjecture  of  Heindorf,  but  is  hardly  rendered  more  convincing.  More 
often  it  is  the  first  hand,  not  the  corrector,  who  agrees  with  the  MSS. ;  cf.  11.  15, 
431,  481,  486,490,  590,  592,  640,  665,  666,  672,  nn.  In  several  of  these  places 
there  is  an  obvious  difficulty  in  the  ordinary  reading,  and  in  1.  672  the  corrector’s 
reading  had  already  suggested  itself  to  some  of  the  Renaissance  editors  of 
Plato  as  an  improvement,  while  in  11.  15  and  640  his  readings  seem  to  be 
superior ;  but  the  changes  proposed  in  11.  592  and  666  are  of  more  doubtful 
value.  The  other  novelties  are  all  of  the  nature  of  omissions  from  the  ordinary 
text,  in  revising  which  the  corrector,  presumably  on  the  authority  of  a  different 
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MS.,  exhibits  an  unwonted  and  perhaps  exaggerated  tendency  to  solve  difficulties 
by  excisions.  His  text  is,  however,  as  a  whole  distinctly  better  than  that  of  the 
first  hand,  and  interesting  as  a  specimen  of  a  recension  which  was  probably  due 
to  some  Alexandrian  grammarian,  and  possibly  connected  with  the  corrector's 
text  in  1017.  A  proneness  to  omissions  of  words  found  in  the  traditional  text  is  one 
of  the  characteristics  of  the  Phaedo  and  Laches  papyri  of  the  third  century  B.  c., 
but  these  of  course  differ  from  the  ordinary  text  much  more  widely  than  1624. 

Col.  i  (Frs.  I.  i,  2).  Col.  ii  (Frs.  1.  ii,  3-4). 

[lii\p  77  [ivy]ov[(r]La  337  b 


yLyi^oLr[o].  t6 

[y]ap  OL  \eyovT€S  fia 
\i(TT  av  ourcoy  r] 

5  flLV  TOLS  aKOVOV 

[(Tt]v  evSoKLjjLOLre^  Kai 
[ou/c]  enaLvoLcrde'  ev 

p,€V 

SoKLfi€LU  T€  yup  €(r 
TL  irapa  Tais  yj/'v 
10  xaiS*  Tooj/  [aK]ovoy 
TCdv  av\ev]  aira 
t[77S'  €7raL\vH(T6aL 
[^6]  ev  Aoycot  TToWa 
[/ci]y  Trapa  So^av 

ov 

15  \^eY^Sopev(ov*  rj  337  c 

[/iejis*  T  av  OL  aKov 
[oi're]?  paXicFT  a[v 
\ovT(os  ev]i^pa\LV0L 

i6  lines  lost 
35  [5e]  t[ov  npoSiKov 
I7r7r[fay  0  cro^oy  ei 
7T€v  [co  avSpes  e 


<p'q  [o(  irapovres  rj 
yo[vpai  eyco  vpas 
I 

40  crv[yy€V€is  re  Kai 
oiK[eLovs  Kai  7ro]At 
[ray  airav^ras  eivai 

o]v  vopcof  337  d 

[to  yap]  opoLov  rcot 
45  o[//ot<D]i  (pvaei  ^vy 
y€j/[ey]  eariv  0  Se 
vop[os]  Tvpavvos 
COV  TCOV  av6pcd 
7rQ)[v]  TToWa  ira 
50  pa  Tr}\y]  (f>vaiv  I3ia 
^€T[ai  77]^ay  ovv 

E— H 

aL(T)([pov]  rrjv  pev 
(pv[aLv  T]a)v  rrpa 
y[paT(ov  €d56[i^]ar 

12  lines  lost 
67  rov]  t[o]u  a^[L(opa 
roy]  a^Lov  a[7ro0?7 
]t'[acr]0ai*  aXX  \a>a'irep  337  e 
70  ]rou[y]  0auXo[raTOuy 
]tq)v  av6pa)[7rci)v 
SLa]pepea6a[L  aX 
Xr}\o]is*  e[y(o  pev 

2  lines  lost 
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Col.  iii  (Fr.  i.  iii). 

90  ray  tol9  Xo 

338  a  yoi?  [lya  fi€yaXo 

7rpe[7reo‘T6po:  Kai 
€VO‘\[T]lj.ovear€ 

About  20  lines  lost 


10  lines  lost 
86  t[o  Kara  /Spa^i;  \l 
av  [ei  fiT]  rjSv  Ilpm 
Tay\opat  aXA  €0€t 
v\a\i  K\aL  yaXaaai 

Col.  ix  (Fr.  5). ' 
[[uc7[r€poi']]  ovK  op6co9  339  d 
1 15  X€y[€L  €L7rwy  ovp 
[T]ay[Ta  TToXXoi? 

Col.  xvii  (Fr.  7). 

12  lines  lost 

167  u[v  Kat  01  aXXoi  €yct)  342  a 

l—J 

to\lvvp  7}p  S  eyco 
a  y  €p[o4  SoKH  Trepi 
170  Tov  a[icrpa]roy  \tov 
Tov  7rap[a](7op[ai 
v/jLip  SL[e\^eX[6eLP 
(pLX[oo-]o(pta  ya[p  ecr 
tC'  TTaXaLOTaT\r] 

175  T€  Kai  TrX^iaTrj  [rcoi/ 

EXXr]vcov  [[/^a[^]] 

Kprj\T\rjL  Kai  €P  [Aa  342  b 

K€Sa[L]flOPf  Ka[t  (TO 

^L(TTaL  TrXeL(TT\oL 
180  yr]s  €K€L  eiaip*  a[XXa 
e^apvovvraL  ko^l 
(T^r]piaTL(ovT\aL 
apaOei?  [€L]par  i[ 
va  pLTj  K[aTa87] 

185  XoL  coaip  [oTL  <70 

About  7  lines  lost 


Col.  xvi  (Fr.  6). 

About  36  lines  lost 
153  neiv  e[£  jSoi/Xei  Xa  341  e 

^€LP  ii[ov  rreipap 

Col.  xix  (Fr.  8). 

About  30  lines  lost 
223  [ncrr?;?  ot)cr]r€  [(pac  342  e 

[peaOai  t]op  7r[poo’]<S£[a 
225  [Xeyo]fjL€POP  nai 

[5oy  p]i]S€P  jSeXrei 
[o)  Toi;]r  ov[p]  avro 
[kUL  T0)P  PVp]  ei(TLP 

[ot  KaTap€Po]T]Ka 

230  [ai  Kai  Tcop  7r]aX[aL  0 

Col.  XX  (Frs.  9-10). 

231  [ti  to  XaK]coPL^€[ip  342  e 

[ttoXu  pa]AX[oj/  ecr 

[t£  (plXoao](f>€[LP  Tf 
\(PiXoyvpLp\a(T\T^ip 
235  [eiSoTe?  o]rt  t[ol 

About  33  lines  lost 
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Col.  xxiii  (Fr.  ii). 

269  t[ovto  ye  cpav^ir] 

270  ay  [Kac  ou 

C . 1 

[[ro[,  .  .]]  aX\  VTrep 
^a[rcy  Set  Seivai 

[e]^'  T[(Mt  aLCTfiaTL 

Col.  XXXV  (Fr.  13). 
280  [o]uTe  '\|/'aAT/5[i]a5*  aXX[a 
[a]vT0V9  €avT0i9  i 
Kavov^  ovras  ^vy[ 

Wv 

[[.  yai  avev  tcov  Xrj 
[p](oy  re  Kai  naiSi- 
285  TOUTcoy  Sia 
T7]9  eavTCoy  (f>co 
yr}^  X^yoyras  re 
Kai  aKovoyras  ey  TCo[i 
pepH  €avT(oy  ko 
290  [(T]pi<DS*  TTCCyV 

[7roA]7;[i'  oLyo]y  ttlco 

About  26  lines  lost 


343  e 


347  d 


Col.  xlvi  (Frs.  18-19). 

[ano  T€]\yrj^  y[iyre  35 ^  a 

395  a]y6pa)7roL9*  Kai 

[arro  6vpo]v  ye  Kat 
\aTTO  payLa\s  [coo*] 


Col.  lix  (Fr.  21). 
About  27  lines  lost 
428  ra^[7?Aoi'  ecTTai  e 
ay  p\r]  ttoXXols  0 


Col.  xxxi  (Fr.  12). 

275  [pos]  t[(oz/  yap  rjXt  346  c 

Oicoy  [aTreipocy  ye 
y^6X\a  a)o*r  ei  ri? 

>(a//?e[i  xjreycoy  ep 
7TXr]a[6eLi]  ay  e 

Col.'^xxxvii  (Fr.  14). 

318  [iToteiy  o]uK  e^e  348  b 

[Aa)r  eire  cSjcocreiJ^']]  [Ao 

320  [yoy  efre]  pr]  6[ia 
[aacpeiy  €]poL  [y]a[p 

About  34  lines  lost 

Col.  xlv  (Frs.  15-17). 

356  yap  [ei]  ovt[(o  periayy  350  d 
€poio  pv  e[i  LcryypoL 
[S\vyaTOL  e[io*i  (f>aL  350  e 

[T]\y  a^[*]  ey[etra 

360  [ei]  01  €7naTap[€yoL 
[7T]aXai€iy  8v[ya 
[rcorYpoi  eiai  Too\y 
[pr}  e7naTap^ey[(ji>y 

About  30  lines  lost 

Col.  Ivii  (Fr.  20). 

398  K6\v(TL[y  e07;  0  354  d 

’\IIp(£>[Tayopas  aX 

400  Ao]  T[t  ovy  iraXiy 


355  b 


Col.  Ixi  (Fr.  23). 

477  ay aOcoy 

[r]a  KaKa*  rj  a^icay: 
(jyr^aopey  8T]Xoy  0 
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430  voiia\(TL 

[[a/>a]]  re  Kai  a 

viapcoL  [KaL  ayaBcoL 
Kai  Ka[KCdL  aW  e 
TreiSr]  [5t;o  ecjyavq 

Kat  [ 

435  Tavra  S[volv  ovo 

[[oj^o]]//a[o'4  irpocrayo 
p^\y(x>p€V  avTa 
7t[pco\t\ov  pev  ay  a 

Col.  lx  (Fr.  22). 

5  lines  lost 

[p^V  OTL  yiyv^iXT 
445  [kcop  o  au6p'ji>n]o9 
[ra  KUKa  on  K]a 

About  30  lines  lost 


480  Ti  anoKpivop^voL 

[[[orli]]  ovK  a^LOov  ov 
\t(o\v*  ov  yap  av  e^r} 
[pa^^pravev  ov  (f>a 
[pe]v  TjTTco  eivai 
485  [TCo]y  rjSovcov:  Ka 

[ra  tl]  Se  ^rjaei  [[i’crcoyj] 
[ava]^La  ecrri  raya 
[Ba  T(x>\v  KaKCov  t] 

[ra  Kd\<a  T(o\y  a]ya 
490  [0ot)j/]  [[?;]]  Ka[T  aAX]o  tl 
[t]  oTav]  ra  \_p^v'\  pec 
[^ct)  ra  5e  crpiKpoT^e 

About  22  lines  lost 


Col.  Ixii  (Fr.  24). 

About  20  lines  lost 
535  ^o]v  K[aL  TjSeos^  Kai  356  a 

X\vTTrjp[ov  pcdv  a 
X]Xco4  rco[i  (j)aL7)v 
a]v  eycoy[e  t]  tjSo 

About  13  lines  lost 


Col.  Ixiv  (Fr.  25.  ii). 

Kat  at  (jxovaL  Jai 
590  aai  eyyvBev  ]^p€v 
pei^ov9  noppcoBev 


Plate  vi. 
i’  356  c 


eXaTTOVs 

Se  (rpLKpOTepai^{^  ^ai 
1—1 


€v  av:  €i  ovv  ev  tov  356  d 

C - 1  Tifteiv  T]V 

[[[r0l/I|7G)i]  TO  ev  TTpaT 


Col.  Ixiii  (Frs.  25.  i,  26).  Plate  vi. 

552  [^ea  laTTjLs].  ra  peL  356  b 

[^0)  aei  Kai]  nXeico 
[XrjTTTea  €a]v  Se 
555  [XvTTTjpa  7rp]o9  Xvitt] 

[pa  Ta  eXarr]6)  Kai 
[apiKpoTepa]  ea[v 

About  22  lines  lost 
580  [KpLv]a(TBe  0?;[o'Ct)  356  c 

[0atJ^]€rat  ijp[Lv 
[rr;£]  oyj/ei  ra  [aur 
[peyeB]r]  £yyvB[ev 
[p^v  pYl^o),  7r[op 
585  [pcoBev]  5e  €Xar[ra) 

[t]  ov  ^Yaovai:  K[aL 
[ra  7ra^]ea  kol  r[a 
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595  [rety  ejj/  root  ra  fx^v 

[lieyaX\a  fiTjKTi  [ 

[Kat  7TpaT]T€iv  [/cai 

About  28  lines  lost 


a 

[TToXXa]  a)aur[a)y 


Col.  Ixv  (Frs.  27,28.  i,  29-32). 

626  TTt  Tcoi  a[\]7j6€L  Ka[L  356  e 

eaccaev  [av]  tou  ^i[op] 

[apa  av  6\po\oyoL 
[ey  ap6p]ci>7rot  Trpo? 

630  [rajura  r}[p]cc9  ttjp 

[p€]TpT]T[LK]7jV  (TOO 
av 

[C€t]p  T€x^'[77J']  V 
[Xrjp  T]t{p  pe]Tp7] 

[tIK7j]p  co[po]\oy€L: 

^35  ^  Tre 

[p]lttov  Ka[L  ap]Tiov 

T]V 

atpeaei  T][pi]p  77  (70) 

TTjpLa  [tov  ^io]v  0 
[ttotc  to  nXeop  o]pdm 

640  €5€[4  €X€(7^a4]  Kai  0 
7roT[€  TO  ^XaT\rQP  77 
avTO  TTpoy  €[a]i;TO’  77 
r[o  ejrepoj'  7r[p]os‘  to 
[€T€]poi^*  €4T  [ejyyuy 
6^5  [€4t]€  TToppco  [ei]rj  Tl 

About  17  lines  lost 


Col.  Ixvi  (Fr.  28.  ii).  Plate  vi. 
^^3  7]SoPT]9  357  a 

T€  Ka[L  XvTTTJ^  €P  Op 

665  ^774  [[t77[4]]  aipecret  €0a 

V 

PTf  Tj[ptP  77  0‘0)T77 
p4a  To[i7  /S40U  oucra 
Tou  T[e  TrXeopo?  koll 
€XaTT[ot^oy  Ka4  pe4 
670  ^or^oy  [/ca4  apiKpo 

Tepou  [koi  TTOppO) 
ou 

T€p(ic[4  /ca4  eyyvTe 
ov 

pcor  ap[a  npcoTOP 
pev  o[u  peTprjTL 

About  25  lines  lost 

Fr-  33- 

700  ]ut[ 

]eat .  [ 

]  •  •  [ 

]Xa  . . .  [ 

]“  ?yr  [ 

705  ]...«[ 

]•[ 


Fr.  34. 
707  ]<Ta[ 


Fr.  35- 
71 1  ]aa[ 

n 


Fr.  36. 

715  ]•[ 
]/*•[ 


Fr.  37. 

>•[ 
720  ]aLv[ 


Fr.  38. 

722  ]Xu7r[ 
]€7r[ 
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]x-[ 

]•  V 

y 

]’■?[ 

]out[ 

710  ]v  7r[ 

]r[ 

]ri^ 

Fr.  39. 

Fr.  40. 

Fr.  41. 

Fr.  42. 

Fr.  43. 

725  ]w[ 

1 _ 1 

00 

M 

J— 

731  M 

]Ta.[ 

736  ]Xv 

a\ 

]roi;[ 

]v  [ 

]ov[ 

]y 

735 

]<V' 

730  ]pr[ 

>?[ 

Fr.  44. 

Fr.  45- 

Fr.  46. 

Fr.  47. 

Fr.  48. 

738  ]?•.[ 

740  ]  . .  [ 

742  ]r}  Kai  .  [ 

]y.[ 

746  ].<»[ 

]kij[ 

]^0a[ 

1...  [ 

745  JoM 

6.  Kat ;  SO  MSS. 

7.  €7raivoi(r0€ :  SO  B,  edd. ;  fTratvcIo-^e  with  superscribed  01  T. 

8.  so  MSS.;  tc,  the  reading  of  the  first  hand,  is  probably  due  to  a  reminiscence 
of  I.  2.  It  is  not  quite  certain  that  he  wrote  [8e]  rather  than  [re]  in  1.  13. 

15*  :  so  MSS.  except  Vat.  1029  (x/renSo/xe^co).  The  corrector's  reading 

\I/€v86/jl€vop,  which  is  passive,  not  middle,  and  refers  to  the  subject  of  the  infinitives,  brings 
out  the  antithesis  between  MoKifi^lv  and  eVati^eio-^ai  more  clearly,  and  is  likely  to  be  right. 

40,  (rv[yy€v€is  SO  BT.  Elsewhere  (11.  45  and  282)  the  first  hand  uses  the  ^-form, 
which  the  corrector  preferred  here. 

69-71.  The  fragment  containing  ]i/[,  ]rov[,  and  ]raj[  is  not  certainly  placed  here,  and 
the  division  of  lines  is  doubtful  throughout  11.  67-73. 

89.  K[ai  )(d\aam :  these  words  were  bracketed  by  Cobet. 

1 14.  ([v(r[Tfpor^]l :  this  word  is  in  the  MSS.  and  can  hardly  be  dispensed  with.  It  may 
well  have  been  omitted  here  by  the  corrector  because  it  was  written  twice  over  (cf.  11.  271-2, 
436,  593-4,  nn.);  but  the  preceding  words  are  corrupt  in  BT  (fiyoiTo  rroTepou  instead  of  rjroi 
TO  7rp6T€pov)  and  may  have  been  equally  corrupt  in  1624,  in  which  case  the  omission 
of  va-T€pop  is  possibly  part  of  an  extensive  alteration. 

169.  y  €fx\oi:  so  some  edd.  since  Bekker ;  but  y€  p[ot  (BT,  Burnet)  can  of  course  be 
read  equally  well. 

173-4.  €(r]r( :  so  T;  eartv  B,  like  the  corrector. 

1 76-7-  I  :  €v  K.  Tf  MSS,  The  corrector  may  have  added  after  ev. 

180.  a[XXa  makes  the  line  rather  long,  but  the  division  «XX*  j  e^apv.  would  be  unusual. 
Cf.  1.  280. 

223-4.  Fr.  45  might  be  placed  here,  [rto-]r7;[f  and  [j/€]cr^o[i  being  possible. 

271-2.  The  MSS.  have  nothing  between  2ipa)vi8ov  and  d\\\  Fossihly  aWvnep^aTov 
was  written  twice  by  mistake;  cf.  1.  114,  n. 

281.  eauTOif  :  avToiis  BT,  Cf.  1.  286,  n. 

283.  The  letter  before  vat  is  almost  entirely  lost,  but  has  clearly  been  crossed  through, 
and  there  seems  to  be  a  letter  above  the  line,  so  that  it  is  not  satisfactory  to  suppose  that  the 
corrector  simply  altered  the  division  ^vp\€ipai,  which  is  legitimate  but  rather  unusual,  to 
$vv€L\vai.  No  variant  is  known  here. 

286.  cavTCDP  :  avTa>p  B,  edd.  ;  avrSip  T.  Cf,  1.  281,  n. 

288-9.  €1/ rw[t|  fM€p€i:  om.  Toat  MSS.  The  article  is  sometimes  inserted,  sometimes 
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omitted,  in  this  phrase  by  Plato;  cLGorg.  462  a  eV  /x/pei  epcorwi/  re  kq)  ipo>Ta>fi€vos  with 
496  b  dXX’  €v  pfpet  olpai  eKarepov  Kat  Xafi^avei  Kai  aTToXXuet. 

319.  6]i)o-€i[[i^]] :  5a>o-€i  BT  rightly;  Bdxreiv  W. 

357'  ttrxvpot  (B)  suits  the  probable  length  of  the  lacuna  better  than  ot  tcrxvpot  (T,  edd.). 
360.  [ec]  ot  :  so  t,  edd.;  otft  B  ;  ot€i  T. 

396.  ye:  so  Stobaeus,  Burnet;  re  BTW,  Schanz.  Cf.  otto  pavias  ye  kql  Ov^iov  a  few 
lines  before  1.  394,  where  Wt  Stobaeus  have  ye,  and  BT  re. 

397*  ptai'ta^f  :  the  ?  is  fairly  certain,  and  the  length  of  the  lacuna  does  not  suit  the 
restoration  ^pavias  a)J(T|^Te,  omitting  otto  in  accordance  with  Naber  s  conjecture. 

398-400.  The  division  of  lines  inithis  fragment  is  quite  uncertain. 

431.  lapaj:  npaBTW;  dpa  a  corrector  of  the  Coislinianus,  Burnet.  The  difficulty 

is  caused  by  the  late  position  of  dpa  in  the  sentence. 

435*  '  so  1029  ;  BT  agree  with  the  corrector  in  adding  Kai,  but  place  it 

after  instead  of  before  dvolv,  BTs  order  seems  preferable. 

436.  [[oi/o]]pa[(rt :  probably  ovo  had  been  written  twice  by  the  first  hand;  cf.  1.  114, n. 
436-7.  7rpoo-ayo]|p€[vai/xev :  SO  edd.;  7rpo(Tayop€vop€v  BTW ,  Line  437  is  already  rather 
short  (i  I  letters),  and  the  substitution  of  0  for  qj,  though  possible,  is  not  satisfactory, 
pc^i/optv  avra  TrptujT^ovJ  is  inadmissible,  for,  though  t  could  be  read  instead  of  tt,  the  only 

alternatives  to  the  r  of  7r[pa)]r[oi/  are  y  and  n. 

444-6.  The  position  assigned  to  this  fragment  is  far  from  certain. 

481.  [[[or}]]:  the  corrector  omitted  this  word,  which  is  in  the  MSS.,  presumably 
because  {BqXov)  on  had  occurred  in  11.  479-80;  cf.  int. 

486.  po-ws]) :  this  word  is  in  the  MSS.,  but  can  be  dispensed  with. 

490.  ;  the  omission  of  this  word  is  distinctly  an  improvement,  if  ^  (so  MSS.  and 

edd.)  was  meant.  This  question  simply  supplies  the  answer  to  the  preceding  one  Kara  W  ae 
ktX.,  and  does  not  introduce  a  fresh  alternative  of  any  kind.  If  r}  is  retained,  rj  seems 
preferable  to 

535-8.  The  division  of  lines  in  this  fragment  is  uncertain. 

582.  [ttji]:  so  mss.;  there  would  be  room  for  two  more  letters  in  the  lacuna. 

588.  wtravT^coy :  the  c  above  the  line  does  not  seem  to  be  due  to  the  ordinary  corrector, 

but  it  is  not  quite  certainly  by  the  first  hand. 

589.  ([af]| :  at  is  not  in  the  MSS.,  but  Heindorfs  insertion  of  it  has  been  accepted  by 

practically  all  editors.  The  absence  of  at  can  however  be  defended  by  supplying  oao-ai  with 
7(rat  (cf.  Ast's  note),  and  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  the  first  hand  was  right,  even  though  there 
is  a  doubt  about  the  deletion,  at  has  had  dots  placed  above  it,  but  through  these  is  a 
horizontal  stroke,  such  as  is  used  in  11.  114  and  272  to  indicate  the  deletion  of  the  letters 
below.  Seeing  that  in  1.  592  the  corrector  has  eliminated  double  dots  marking  a  change  of 
speaker  not  by  running  his  pen  continuously  through  them,  but  by  crossing  them  out 
separately,  we  prefer  to  suppose  that  the  corrector  in  1.  589  substituted  one  mode  of  express¬ 
ing  deletion  for  another  (possibly  for  the  sake  of  clearness,  owing  to  the  presence  of 
a  diaeresis  by  the  first  hand  over  the  folloA^dng  t  of  i|(rai),  rather  than  that  he  changed 
his  mind  about  the  omission  of  ai  and  meant  to  cross  out  the  dots  indicating  deletion  and  let 
at  stand,  or  that  this  was  the  meaning  of  a  possible  second  corrector.  The  bracketing  of 
the  paragraphi  below  11.  51,  167,  59^j  593  tnay  have  been  due  to  a  desire  on  the  part  of 

the  corrector  to  avoid  confusion  between  paragraphi  and  horizontal  strokes  indicating 

deletion.  ^  1  •  u  •  •  u 

590.  ;  nothing  seems  to  be  gained  by  the  omission  of  this  word,^  which  is  in  the 

MSS.,  but  is  not  essential.  Since  the  following  word  began  /ift,  the  intrusion  or  omission 

of  fitv  would  be  easy.  ^  . 

592r  (TiuKpoTfpat:  so  MSS.  except  Vat.  1029,  which  has  fXdrrous  <tm  apiKp.,  a  conflation 
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of  the  alternative  readings  found  here.  The  corrector’s  reading  eXdrrov?  is  in  accordance 
with  ,  .  tXarro)  in  11.  5^4~5* 

593-4.  The  MSS.  have  el  ovu  iu  tovt(o  rjv  TO  /ctX.,  except  Venetus  184,  which  places 
ovv  after  rour©,  can  be  dispensed  with,  but  hardly  rov|[ra)c  may  have  been  the 
reading  of  the  first  hand,  but  this  restoration,  even  if  r]v  had  dots  placed  above  it  by  the  cor¬ 
rector,  fails  to  account  satisfactorily  for  the  position  of  the  insertion  tjixeiv  and  tov|[t£i)i  ye] 
is  less  probable  than  a  mistaken  repetition  of  the  syllable  tov  :  cf.  II.  1 14,  436,  nn.,  and  for 
the  omission  of  after  1.  637,  n. 

596-7.  The  lacuna  after  fujKTf  is  not  very  adequately  filled  by  a  wedge-shaped  sign.  If 
fjL7}K7}  [Kat  I  be  read,  in  the  absence  of  any  known  variant  for  /xjJki;  koI  TTparreiv  the  simplest 
course  would  be  to  suppose  a  mistaken  repetition  of  kol  :  cf.  the  preceding  n. 

627—8.  j3i[ov|  apa  av  o]/ioXoyoc  :  or  possibly  ^i\^op  ap  ap  o]p. 

629.  apdp](07roi:  SO  BT  (d*/^.) ;  ol  apSp,  W,  Vat.  1029,  Burnet.  apBpaTroi  may  have  been 
meant  if  the  first  hand  omitted  ot,  which,  though  probable,  is  not  quite  certain.  The  o) 
of  apBp]ct)7roi  apparently  projected  slightly  to  the  left  of  the  ft  ofojfioXoyot  in  1.  628  and  a  of 
r}p]a^  in  I.  630. 


ap  is  necessary  in  view  of  eacaaep 


632.  av  :  so  BT  ;  om.  Vat.  1029  like  the  first  hand. 
ap  (1.  627)  and  eo-wfev  ap  (lost  in  1.  646). 

637.  T^v:  so  BT.  ^p  is  indispensable;  cf.  11.  593-4,  n. 

640.  KUL :  so  BT.  The  corrector’s  reading  -q,  i,  e.  j?,  seems  to  suit  the  argument 
better. 

662-3.  be :  so  BT ;  enl  be  brj  W,  Vat.  1209  ;  ewel  be  bfj  Bumet,  following  Adam. 

The  vestige  before  ib  suits  e  better  than  tt. 

665.  I[r7j[t]l :  rfi  Bt ;  Trjj  T.  Vat.  1029  omits  ep  in  1.  664,  and  possibly  the  first  hand  or 
the  corrector  differed  there  from  the  ordinary  reading  ep  opdrji  (e.  g.  by  having  tt]i  opSrji  or  ep  rrp 
opOr^i),  The  mere  omission  of  ttji  in  1.  665  is  however  more  probable.  The  article  can  easily 
be  dispensed  with. 

666.  r}[pip:  so  MSS.  The  corrector’s  reading  vplp  gains  some  support  from  the 
proximity  of  elep,  apOpoiTToi  (1.  662),  which  introduces  the  summing-up  of  the  argument,  and 
the  constant  use  of  the  second  person  plural  throughout  the  dialogue  with  imaginary  objectors 
in  pp.  353  sqq.  we7s,  however,  not  vpeh,  is  used  in  the  previous  steps  of  the  argument  (e.  g. 
in  11.  594,  637),  and  the  theory  that  good  and  evil  ultimately  meant  pleasure  and  pain  is  not 
the  starting-point  of  the  opponents  of  Socrates  in  this  part  of  the  Protagoras^  but  on  the 
contrary  is  forced  upon  them  by  him,  so  that  there  was  no  need  for  Socrates  to  dissociate 
himself  from  his  opponents  just  at  this  point. 

671-3.  7Toppa)\Tepa)[L  Kai  eyyvTe\pa>i :  SO  T,  and  with  the  omission  of  the  final  iotas  B  and 
modern  edd.  ;  Troppwrcpou  kqI  eyyvrepoj  Aid,  (1513),*  TToppcorepov  Ka\  eyyvTcpov  Basileensis  I 
(1534),  agreeing  with  the  corrector.  Stephanus  objected  to  the  coupling  of  the  adverbs 
without  an  article  to  the  preceding  adjectives,  but  his  criticism  has  been  answered  (e.  g.  by 
Stallbaum  and  Ast)  by  citing  (i)  numerous  parallels  in  Plato  for  the  omission  of  the  article 
in  enumerations  after  the  first  noun,  (2)  instances  of  the  coupling  of  adverbs  with  adjectives 
in  e.  g.  Proiag,  356  a  raCra  d’  eVrl  pel^co  re  Ka\  crpiKporepa  yiypbpeva  aKKr^mp  kqI  nXeico  Kai  eXaTTco 
Ka\  paWop  kq\  ^rroi/,  Phtleb,  41  e  tIs  *  .  •  pei^cap  Tts  cXdrTcov  Kai  tls  paXXoP  /cal  tls  acjiobpoTepa 
XvTTT).  The  objection  to  Tropparepov  and  eyyvrepov  here  is  that  these  adjectival  forms  are  in 
general  post-classical.  Thucydides,  however  (viii.  96),  has  bi  eyyvTdrov  eOopv^et,  while 
Xenophon  frequently  uses  eyyvTepop  adverbially,  and  there  is  an  obvious  advantage  in 
substituting  adjectives  for  adverbs  at  this  point,  so  that  the  corrector’s  reading  is  not  lightly 
to  be  rejected  on  philological  grounds  alone. 

700-6.  It  is  not  quite  certain  that  this  fragment  belongs  to  the  Protagoras, 

740-1.  Cf.  11.  223-4,  n. 
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1625.  Aeschines,  In  Ctesiphontem, 

32-5x25  cm.  Second  century. 

This  fragment  of  a  roll  consists  of  three  incomplete  columns  and  a  few 
letters  from  a  fourth,  covering  §§  14-27  of  Aeschines’  oration  against  Ctesiphon, 
written  in  a  clear  cursive  hand  of  the  second  century,  probably  not  later  than 
the  reign  of  Hadrian  or  Antoninus,  to  which  a  document  found  with  1625 
belongs.  There  were  51  or  52  lines  in  a  column,  and  24-30  letters  in  a  line. 
Iota  adscript  was  regularly  written,  and  elision  generally  avoided.  Punctuation 
was  effected  by  paragraph!  and  high  stops.  Diaereses  are  sometimes  placed 
over  initial  t  and  v ;  accents,  breathings,  and  marks  of  quantity  are  rare  (II.  53, 
63,  III).  That  the  syllable  inserted  above  the  line  in  1.  53  is  in  a  different  hand 
is  not  quite  certain,  and  a  still  greater  doubt  attaches  to  the  supposed  distinction 
of  hands  in  1.  21.  Seven  other  fragments  of  Aeschines  from  Egypt  are  known,  of 
which  three  (457,  703,  and  Hartel,  Vortrag  iiber  die  Griech,  Pap.  Erz.  Rainer, 
45  sqq.)  belong  to  different  parts  of  this  oration,  two  (458  and  440 ;  cf.  Blass, 
Archiv^  iii.  293)  to  the  De  falsa  leg.,  and  two  (Nicole,  Textes grecs  ined.  de  Geneve, 
pp.  5-12  and  P.  Halle  6)  to  the  Contra  TimarcJmni. 

The  MSS.  of  Aeschines  number  about  27,  and  fall  into  three  main  families, 
called  by  Blass  A,  B,  and  C.  In  this  oration  A  consists  of  ekl,  B  of  agmn  Vat. 
Laur.  Flor.,  C  of  dfq  Barb,  h  generally  supports  A  rather  than  C,  p  usually 
agrees  with  B.  d  (loth  century)  is  the  only  MS.  older  than  the  thirteenth  century, 
but  C,  the  family  to  which  it  belongs,  has  generally  been  regarded  as  inferior 
to  the  other  two,  of  which  A  is  now  usually  considered  superior  to  B.  The 
untrustworthy  character  in  general  of  the  MSS.  has  been  clearly  shown  by  the 
papyri,  most  of  which  present  a  number  of  new  and  better  readings,  not 
infrequently  establishing  conjectures.  1625,  which  is  much  longer  than  457  and 
703  and  much  older  than  Hartel’s  vellum  fragments,  is  a  carefully  written 
papyrus,  and  naturally  does  not  fail  to  make  several  improvements  upon  the 
ordinary  text.  The  chief  of  these  is  in  §  20,  where  two  of  the  three  families 
have  an  omission  and  the  third,  A,  is  corrupt.  Here  the  papyrus  confirms  the 
simpler  emendations  of  Lambinus,  another  early  scholar  (probably  Scaliger), 
and  Wolf  against  the  more  elaborate  changes  proposed  by  later  editors  (11.  81-2). 
A  gloss  which  had  found  its  way  into  the  text  of  all  the  MSS.  in  §  15  can  now 
be  detected  and  explained  with  the  help  of  the  scholia  (1.  19),  and  a  gloss  found 
in  B  and  C,  but  not  in  A,  in  §  24  was  absent  from  1625  (1.  154,  n.).  Hamaker’s 
conjecture  Upd  for  yipa  in  §  18  is  confirmed  (1.  61),  and  Cobet’s  objection  to  the 
repetition  Aeyet  .  .  .  (t)V(TL  in  §  21  is  justified,  though  by  the  omission  of  07?(rf,  not 
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\iyeLj  as  he  proposed  (1).  94-5).  A  passage  in  §  19,  in  which  the  variation 
between  present  and  past  participles  had  caused  difficulties,  is  probably  set  right 
(11.  69-70).  The  other  new  readings  mainly  concern  the  order  of  words  (11.  3-4, 
58-60,  97-8,  144-5),  a  lacuna  having  obscured  a  variant  of  some  magnitude  in 
11.  135-6.  In  numerous  instances  evidence  is  provided  for  words  which  recent 
editors  have  wished  to  delete,  generally  in  order  to  avoid  hiatus,  about  which 
1625  (and  probably  Aeschines)  was  not  more  particular  than  the  MSS.  The 
general  relation  of  1625  to  them  is  very  similar  to  that  of  most  other  Aeschines 
papyri.  A  is  on  the  whole  supported  more  frequently  than  B  and  much  more 
frequently  than  C,  especially  in  important  points  of  divergence,  there  being  at 
least  6  agreements  with  A  (or  2  of  the  3  MSS.  composing  it)  against 
BC  (11.  24,  77,  81-2,  93,  1 16,  154  sqq.),  i  or  2  with  AB  against  C  (11.  78, 
134?),  and  3  or  4  with  AC  against  B  (II.  25,  70,  117  ;  cf.  11.  92-3,  where 
most  of  the  B  group  and  one  member  of  A  are  on  the  wrong  side).  On  the 
other  hand  1625  agrees  with  B  against  AC  in  1.  73,  with  isolated  members  of 
B  against  all  the  other  MSS.  in  11.  62  and  131,  and  with  BC  against  A  at  least 
5  times  (11.  22  twice,  52,  53,  120,  187?).  C  thus  comes  off  the  worst  of  the 
three  families  in  relation  to  1625,  since  it  gains  no  support  for  any  of  its  peculiar 
readings ;  but  when  C  is  in  combination  with  A  or  B  its  relationship  to  1625  is 
much  the  same  as  that  of  B  in  combination  with  A  or  C,  1625  agreeing  with  the 
majority  in  about  half  the  instances  in  either  case,  whereas  A  in  combination 
with  B  or  C  is  confirmed  in  6  out  of  7,  or  (if  11.  62  and  131  are  included) 
9,  instances. 


Col.  i. 

[rai  ra^  ^eipOTo]^irjTa}i'  (p7)at]v  ap'^as  14 
[aTraaay  €vt  7r€pi]X[a/3cor  ovo\paTL 
[0  popoOerris  kcl\l  7rpo[a€L7r(op  a7r]a<Ta9 
eipai  a]y  0  S7}[po9  )(€ipoT]ov€L 
5  [kul  tovs  eTTiorajra?  tcop  8r}]fj.oo‘i 

[oov  €pyQ)v  e<r]Tip  Se  0  \Aripocr6I\vr]S 
\t€L'^ottolos  €\7TicrTa\T7]S  Tov  peyOyjTOV 
[tcop  epycop  K]ai  7ra[p]Ta[9  ooroi  Sia^eipL 
[^ouo-f  TL  Tcov  Tri\s  7roX€[a)S‘  nXeop  r]  rpi 
10  [oLKOvra  7;p€p]a9*  /cat  o(ro[t  XapjSapou 
[aip  r]y€popLa]9  8iKa(rTrj[pLQ)p  ot  8e 
[tcop  epycop  ejm^rarat  TTa[pTe^  ijye 

[pOViaL  ^pQi3PT]aL  8lKaO‘TppjOV  Tl  TOV 


(Col.  ii.) 

KaL  K0LP7]t  ra  yepr]  EvpoX7n8as  /cat 
65  KjjpvKa?  KaL  Tovs  aXXovs  a7raPTas[']  na  19 
XlP  TOVS  TpLTfpap^OV?  V7T€v6vpOVS  Ct 
pal  K€XeveL  o  popos[*]  o[i/]  ra  Koipa  8La 
yeLpKjaPTa^  ov8  atro  rcov  vperepcop 
7rpocro8cop  vroAXa  pep  v(p7]pr]pepov9 
70  /Jpa^ea  8€  KaraOepras  €7rL8i8opac 
[5]e  ((>acrKOPTas  a7ro8L8opTas  8e  v 
\pL]p  [ra  vpe^repa*  aXX  opoXoyovpe 
[t'oos*  ra?  7ra]r[pa)t]a9  ouerta?  eis  ttjp  7rp[o]s 
[vpas  ap7]XcoKOT]a9  (j>LXoTLpiap*  ov  rot 
75  \pup  popop  ot  rpLr)pap')(\oL  aXXa  Kai  ra  pe 
[ytara  toop  ep  [TToXet  (Tvpe\8pi(0p 
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[tolls'  /C€Aei;€i]  iroi^iv'  ov  SiaKOvuv  15 
15  [aAX  ap^eij/  5o]w//6£(r0ei/ray  eu  [t]col 
[SiKaaTTjpim  €]iT€LSr]  kul  at  KXrjp[coT]aL 
[ap^ai  ovK  aSo]Ktpa<T[T]or  a\Xa  SoKipaa 
[OeLcrai  ap^oi/o*i  K]aL  Xoyoi/  Kai  ev6v 
[ras  €yypa0ei]j/  Trpoy  royy  [[^  •]]  Xcyia 

20  [ray  KaOanep  K]at  ray  aAAay  ap^as 

Tl 

[/ceAet'ei  ort  5]e  aA7;5[[[€y  ?]]]  Xeyco  roi/y  1/0 
[poi;y  aurouy  v]pLi/  avayvcod^rar 
[  Pop?\pL 

[oraj'  TOLvvv  co  avSpe]^  Adrji^atoi  16 
25  [ay  0  PopoOeTT)^  ap^a^]  opopa^ei 
26  lines  lost 

Col.  ii. 

[^jepoj'ra*  €P  yap  ra[u]r?;£  [t]7}L  7r[oA]€i  ot»  1 7 

di 

[ra)]y  apyai  ovaiji  Kai  rr}XLKavTY}\^L  r]o  pe 
ye^oy  ovS^ls  earip  avy\jrYy6yvo^ 

55  T(ov  Kai  O7roo(xovp  TTpoy  ra  KOLpa  npocr 
€Xr]XvdoTQ)p*  SiSa^co  S  i;[p]ay  irpooTOP  18 
€774  Tcop  napaSo^cop*  oiop  rouy  i€p€is 
Kai  ray  i'epeta^  V7rev[6]vpovs  eipai  0  po 
/4oy  KeXevei*  Kai  (rvXXrj^Srjp  irapTas* 

60  Kai  yatpLS  ^Kaarovs  Kara  acopa*  Kai  ro’i/y 
ra  4[e]pa  popop  Xap^apopras  Kai  ray 
ei;^ay  ray  vnep  rjpcop  Trpoy  rouy  0€oi;y 
^vyopepovs*  Kai  ov  popop  iSidi  aXXa 

Col.  iii. 

ovSe  aXXa  [vroAXa*  €Pi  Se  Xoym  epe 
XVpCLC^[i  0]  p[opo6eTris  ray  oucrtay  tcop 
105  VTT^vdvpcop  €cuy  [ap  Aoyoj'  anoScoaip 

TTji  7roA€4*  pai  a[AA  €(TTI  r4y  apdpcoTro^  oy  22 

oi;r€  €4A?j0e[4'  ovSep  tcop  Srjpoaicop 


[VTTO  TTjP  TCOP  SlK^ClCTTCOP 

l^OP  TTpCOTOP  p€p]  yap  T7j[p  l3ov]XrjP  TTJP  20 
[€4^  Apeicoi  TTaycoi]  f[y]ypa0[€44']  Trpoy  rouy 
80  [XoyicTTas  0  popo]?  /c€A[€i;€]4  Aoyoj' 

[Kai  evOvpa?  SiSopai]  Kai  top  e/c[€4]  aKvOpco 
\ttop  Kai  tcop']  peyicxTCOp  [KVpio]p  ayei 
[vTTO  T7]p  vpeTepap  yjrrjcpop  ov]k  a[p]a  <rTe[cf)a 
[pcoOrjcreTai  t)  ^ovXrj  rj  €^  Apeto]y  irciyov 
85  [ovSe  yap  iraTpiop  auro4y  €crr44']  ovk  a 
[pa  cpiXoTipovpTai  napv  ye  aXX  ovk  ay]a 
[jrcoaip  eap  T19  nap  avTOis  prj  aSiKr}]i 
[aAA  eap  r4y  e^apapTapr)i  K]oXa^ov 
[aip  01  Se  vpeTepoi  prjTope^  T]pvcpco 
90  [0*4  naXip  TTjp  ^ovXr]p  roi;y  nep]Ta 
[koctiovs  vnevdvpop  7renoL7]]Kep  0  po 
[poOeTTjs]  Kai  ouT[eoy  icrxvpoo^]  anicr  21 
[r€4  T04y  t;7r]€U0i/4'O4y  cocTTe  evdv^  ap 
[)(^opepos]  TCOP  popcop  Xeyei*  cipyrjp 
95  [yneyOvpop  prj  a7ro]5?7[/4€4]j'  co  HpaKXeis 
[vnoXa^oi  ap  T4y  otl  rjp^a  pr]  a]7roSr) 
[prjaco  ipa  ye  pr}  npoXafScop  TT^jy  no 
[Aecoy  y^prjpaTa  r}  npa^ei^  8pacr]pcoi 
[XPV<^^^  TTaXip  vnevOvpop  ov]k  e 
100  [a4  Tr\p  overlap  Ka&iepovp  ovSe  apa]6r} 
[pa  apadeipai  ovSe  eKnoirjTOp]  ye 
[peaOai  ovSe  SiaOecrOai  Ta  eav]Tov 


npo^aaiovp[TaL  pc\pi  Sevpo  eiprjcrOco 
por  [o]r4  5[€  OPTC09  7JP  vnevdvpo^  0  Arj 
po<T6ep[r]S  ore  ouroy  eiarjpeyKe  to 
yln]cl)i[<Tpa  apywp  pep  ttjp  apxv^  ? 

145  €774  TCo[l  OeCOpiKCOl  ap'^COP  Se  T7]P 
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ovre  ai^a\oDK[e  npocrrjXOe  Se  7rpo9 
Ti  Tcoy  Koii/co[y  Kai  rovTOv  anocf^^pup 
no  KeXevu  Xoy\ov  7rpo9  rouy  XoyKrTas 

KUL  TTcoy  0  ye  p[7]S€i/  Xa^cou  ptriSe  ava 
Xaxias  a7roicr[e4  Xoyov\  ttji  7r[oX€4*  avT09  i 
VTTo^aXXeL  Ka[L  SLSa]aK[€t  o  vopios  a  )(^pi] 
ypacf^Hv  /c€X€[i;€i]  yap  avTo  r\ovTo\  €y[ypa 
1 15  (peiv  OTL  oy[T€  e]Xa^[ou  ov&\^v  tccv  tt^s 
TToXecoy  [oure  a}vaXcoaa  awnevOv 
[v\ov  [5]6  Kai  a^TjTtjTov  Kai  ave^era[(T] 
7o[i/]  ovO^v  edTiu  Tcou  ev  noXer  0 

Tl  Se  aXrjOr]  Xeyo)  avTcov  aKovaare 
120  Tcoy  yopcov[*] 
vopioT 

OTav  Totpvv  /iaX[t]crra  OpaavvrjTac  23  i 
A'qpioaBevris  X€y[(S)]j/  coy  Sta  T7]u  €7ri8o 
(TLV  [ov]k  e(TTLV  VTTev\6vVOS\  €KUVO  aV 
125  T0t)[4  i;7r]ojSaXX€T€*  ov[k  ov^v 

(o  A7]p,o(rdev€?  €a(T[ai  tou]  t[co]}/  Xoyicr 
Toav  KrjpvKa  K7jp[v]^a[L  to  7r]a[Tp]ioi/  kul 
evvopov  KTjpvypa  T[oi;ro]  tl9  ^ovXe 
Tai  KaTTjyopeiv*  €acr[oi/  ap](l>L(r^rjTrjaai 
130  oroL  TOP  ^ovXop[evov  tcoi^]  7t\oK\ltcov 
cos  ovK  €7riS€[8ai>Kas  aXX  a7ro]  ^oX 
Xcop  COP  CIS  T7]i/  rcoy  rciyco^ 

oLKo8ofi\iav  piKpa  KarcOrjKas  8eKa  ra 
Xai^r[a  cis  ravra  ck  tt]s  ttoXccos  eiXr] 

^35  0®?’  PV  [ccpna^c  t7]i/  (foiXoTipiav . 

Xov*  pri\8c  e^aipov  toop  8LKa<TTCou  Tas  ^77 
(povs  e/c  t[cov  \€Lpcov  pr}8c  cpirpoaOcv 
Toop  pop[aiP  aXXa  vcrrcpos  noXircvov* 
ravTa  ya[p  opOoi  Trjp  8r]poKpaTiav  npos  24 
140  pep  ovp  T[as  Kcpas  ?  irpo^aaeis  as  ovtol 


Tcop  Tei[)(07roia)P  ov8eTepas  8e  ttco 
Tcop  ap)([cop  TOVTCOP  Xoyop  vpip  ov 
<5  €v6vp[as  8e8coKCi>s  ravT  rj87]  ttcl 
paaopat  [vpas  8i8aa‘KeLP  ck  tcop  8i] 

50  poaioop  y[pappaTCOP*  Kai  poi  apaypco 

01  CTTl  TIPOS  [apXOVTOS  Kai  TTOLOV  pfjPOS 
Kai  €P  TIPI  [rjpepai  Kai  ep  iroiai  ckkXt] 
(Tiai  e)(^eipo[TOP7]67]  ArjpocrOepTjs 
Tr]p  ap)^7]P  [ttjp  cm  tcoi  OecopiKooi 

Col.  iv. 

28  lines  lost 

‘v|ra[t  (TTe(f>apco(rar  cos  toipvp  Kai  ttjp  27 
T(o[p  Tei')(p7roioop  apy^7]v  rjp^ep  o0  ov 
85  To[9  TO  ylrTjcpiapa  eypayjrc  Kai  Ta  8'qpo 
<Tia  [XPIP^'^^  Kai  CTTl^O 

Xa[y  ene^aXXe  Kadanep  01  aXXoi 
apxIoPTes  Kai  8iKacrTr}picop  rjyepo 
18  lines  lost 


3.  o  i/o/xo^er/??,  which  must  have  stood  in  the  lacuna,  was  bracketed  by  Weidner 
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and  Blass.  Whether  1625  had  7rpo[(T€i7r(ou  with  most  MSS.  and  edd.,  or  7Tpo[€LTra)v  with  dnq,  is 
uncertain.  Cf.  §  17,  where  BC  have  TTpoo-eiTrcii/,  A  rightly  TrpoctTret*^. 

3-4.  ajr]ao-a?  |  [apxas :  dpxas  dndcra?  MSS.  Probably  1625  is  right,  and  the  reading  of 
the  MSS.  is  due  to  the  influence  of  dpxds  andaas  in  11.  1-2. 

6-7.  [Arjpoddfyrjs  was  bracketed  by  Schanz  and  Blass,  while  after  reixoTroios  Halm 
inserted  wv,  for  which  there  is  not  room  here. 

8.  7ra[j/]rQ[s :  SO  most  IMSS.  and  edd. ;  but  7rQ[i/]re[ff  could  be  read  with  e. 

18.  KQL  €v6v\yas  was  bracketed  by  Dobree  and  Blass. 

19.  TTpos  TOVS  p.]]  Xoye(r[Taff  ;  npos  top  ypapparia  Kai  tovs  XoynTras  MSS.;  cf.  Schol.  B  (on 
the  margin  of  a  printed  book;  source  unknown)  ypa/x;xarea  top  eloidoTa  A  rc5  koip^  to  tov 
^pov  ypdppara  aPayipdxTKCiP,  and  Schol.  gm  Vat.  Laur.  \oyi(TTT}S  iKao-Trjs  (f)v\^js  eis,  ypappoTea 
cKaaTOL  eixop,  Xeyei  ovp  pvp  top  t^p  XoyiaroiP.  ^Xco?’  dpxovres  ^aap  BeKa  ^prjpipoi  KoKovpepoi 

Xoytorai  ...  The  omission  of  top  ypappaTia  Kai  in  1625  brings  this  passage  into  line  ^^ith 
11.  79-80  €[y]Ypa(f)[€tp]7rpo9  tovs [Xoytcrraff  and  IO9-IO  a7ro(f>€p€ip]  K€\€V€L\oy[op  TTpos  tov?  'KoytdTas 
where  the  MSS.  equally  ignore  the  ypappaT^v?,  The  scholia  do  not  really  support  the 
longer  reading.  The  logistae  no  doubt  had  ypappare^s,  but  the  order  of  the  words  and  the 
use  of  the  singular  ypappaTea  show  that  these  are  not  meant  here,  while  the  explanation  of 
Schol.  B  is  not  at  all  convincing,  for  the  ypappaTev?  who  read  the  laws,  &c.,  in  the  assembly 
was  quite  a  different  kind  of  official  from  the  XoyioTat,  and  not  likely  to  have  been  specially 
concerned  with  cvdvpai,  A  comparison  of  1.  22  apaypQiiTCTai  (sc.  o  ypappaTsvs^  with  §  124, 
where  most  MSS.  have  dpaypdtaeTaL  vpip  6  ypappoTevs  (dpaypadi  Blass  with  e),  indicates  that 
Schol.  B  has  been  misplaced,  and  really  refers  to  1.  22,  while  top  ypappoTea  koI  in  the  MSS. 
at  1.  19  is  a  corruption  arising  out  of  this  very  scholium  or  one  like  it  owing  to  a  mistaken 
idea  that  top  ypapp^Tea  occurred  in  the  text  about  this  point,  the  accusative  case  suggesting 
1.  19  as  a  suitable  point  for  the  insertion  of  the  words  with  Kai  to  restore  the  construction. 
With  regard  to  the  deletion  before  Xoyio-ra?  there  were,  as  the  scholium  states,  10  of  these 
officials ;  but  it  is  unlikely  that  a  second-century  scribe  would  place  a  diaeresis  instead  of  a 
stroke  above  i  (which  is  fairly  certain),  if  it  meant  10,  and  he  seems  to  have  written  or  begun  to 
write  another  letter  after  t,  though  it  is  not  clear  how  much  ink  belongs  to  a  stroke  of  deletion. 

21.  KcXevei,  which  must  have  stood  here,  is  deleted  by  several  editors,  but  not  by 
Blass. 

a\7)6r] :  of  the  supposed  t]  above  the  line  only  a  vertical  stroke  remains,  and  the  cor¬ 
rection  may  be  due  to  the  first  hand  :  the  nature  of  the  original  reading  is  still  more 
doubtful. 

22.  avTovff  v^lp:  so  BC  ;  vpip  avTovs  A,  Blass. 

apayp(0(T€TaL  :  SO  BC,  Biass  ;  dpaypoiiTe  A.  Cf.  1.  1 9,  n. 

23.  pop]oL:  so  most  MSS.  and  edd.;  popos  a ;  om.  ep  Vat.^ 

24.  ai/8p€]ff:  so  A,  Blass ;  om.  BC. 

25.  Q?  o  popoderr}?  apxas]  opopa^ei  |  [ovroi  :  SO  AC,  Blass  ;  6  ph  popoO,  dpxds  dvopd^r]  ovtoi 
de  B,  Schultz. 

52.  €p :  €v  kl. 

5.3.  apxaiai :  so  IMSS. ;  dpxaia  (r  )  Blass,  to  avoid  hiatus. 

njXiKavTij^i  :  SO  BC,  Blass  ;  TocravTj}  A. 

55.  Kai\  om.  Ip  Vat.  TTpos:  els  p. 

57.  oiop:  of?  p.  Lepeis  :  SO  MSS.  ;  lepeas  edd. 

58-9.  o  popos  KcXevei  :  KeX.  6  poll.  MSS.  Cf.  11.  66-7,  n. 

59.  TrapTas  :  aTrapras  MSS. 

60.  KOL  TOVS  :  om.  Ko'l  MSS. 

61.  V[e]pa  :  SO  Hamaker ;  yepa  MSS.,  Blass.  The  top  of  the  t  is  lost,  but  one  of  the 
two  dots  is  visible.  Upd  is  no  doubt  right,  the  point  being  that  priests  got  no  public  money. 
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The  confusion  was  easy ;  cf.  the  spellings  U^ri  and  Vcfi-q  for  the  same  Oxyrhynchite  village 
(1285.  98  and  1444.  34)  and  ay^pov  for  lepov  in  P.  Weil  vi,  6. 

pLovov  :  so  most  MSS.,  Blass ;  /xoVa  ag  Vat.,  Laur. 

62.  Tas :  om.  MSS.  r)p<ov:  so  a;  vfiS>u  the  rest,  Blass. 

64.  ra  :  so  most  MSS.,  Blass;  Kara  hm  yp, 

65— 6.  TToXlV  :  KoX  TTaXlV  Q. 

66—  7»  KcXfVci  :  KeXevci  cipai  p  Vat.  Cf.  11.  58-9,  n. 

67— 8.  diaxeipiaavras  :  the  last  a  is  corr.  from  e.  diax€ipiCovTas  some  edd.,  but  cf, 
11.  69-70,  n. 

69.  npoaodap  was  bracketed  by  Bake  and  Blass. 

69— 70.  v(f)r}pT]p€PQvs  .  .  .  KaradcpTas  I  vcjiaipovpcpovs  .  ,  .  KaraOepras  AC;  v(Paipovp€PQvs  .  .  . 
KaraTiOcpTas  B,  Blass.  Probably  1625  is  right,  and  the  reading  of  B  is  an  emendation  of 
that  of  AC,  which  is  a  corruption  of  the  papyrus  text. 

70— 1,  €7rtStSoi/a(  :  so  MSS.;  cTribiBovai  pep  Blass. 

73.  Tas  TTa]T[pa)i]a's  :  SO  B,  Blass  ;  for  Tovs  Tas  nar,  (AC,  except  d)  there  is  not  room. 

77*  5iK]atrTa)i/ :  SO  kl ;  diKaaTTjpiojp  the  rest,  Blass. 

78.  ttjp:  SO  AB,  Blass;  om.  C. 

81.  which  must  have  stood  here,  was  deleted  by  Cobet,  but  not  by  Blass. 

81—2.  Kai  TOP  cKvOpa^TFOp  KOI  T<op^  pcyioTTcdP  ^Kvpio^p  ayci  I  so  Orelli,  Baiter  and 
Sauppe,  Simcox  (jup  .  .  .  a-KvdpeoTrop  Lambinus  and  marg.  Bern. ;  ayei  Wolf) ;  k,  twp  cku 
OKv6p(i>7Toi>p  K.  T.  pey.  Kvptop  ayeip  B  j  Om.  AC  ;  k,  ttjp  €K.  aKvOpconop .  .  .  Kvplap  ayei  Wolf,  Reiske, 
Bekker,  and,  with  aycop  instead  of  ayei  to  avoid  hiatus,  Blass ;  cf.  int.  There  is  not  room  for 
[Kvpia]p  in  1.  82,  even  if  top  in  1.  81  did  not  require  [/cuptoV. 

84.  rj  ^ovXrj  1]  Apetoju  nayov  was  bracketed  by  Blass  to  avoid  hiatus. 

92—3.  a7ria\Tei  TOis  V7t\€v6vpois  \  SO  Cahkl  Vat.  yp.,  edd.  anaiTci  TOVS  egmnp 

Laur.  Vat. 

93.  :  SO  A,  Blass  ;  evBeois  BC. 

94.  Xeyei ;  this  was  deleted  by  Cobet,  the  MSS.  having  after  vttcvBvpop  in  1.  95 
which  was  clearly  omitted  in  1625  and  is  not  necessary. 

apxijp :  this  was  deleted  by  Hamaker,  while  Dobree  preferred  apx^s. 

97“"^*  The  MSS.  have  irpoXa^^p  p^pj^para  Tijs  TToXfoos  ^  Trpa^ciSj  from  which  1625  clearly 
varied  in  regard  to  the  position  of  Trjs  TroXeo)?  and  xpwara,  and  possibly  by  the  insertion  of  to 
after  irpoXafS^p, 

103-4.  epe^x^P^Ol^  •  SO  B  ;  ipexvpiaCcL  A;  Or  -p*f«  C, 

104.  0]  p\opo6eTr}s  Tas  ovaias  T(op  :  SO  A  ;  raff  ovaias  6  popoOeTtjs  Tas  rwi/ BC,  Blass  ;  om, 
0  popo6€Tr)s  Cobet.  T[aff  ovaius  Can  be  read  in  place  of  0]  p[opoO€Tr)s,  but  the  insertion  of  Tas 
before  t(op  would  make  the  line  too  long,  while  the  omission  of  o  popoQeTr^s  would  leave  it  too 
short,  so  that  A^s  reading  is  the  most  probable,  especially  since  1625  shows  no  tendency  to 
avoid  hiatus. 

105.  The  supplement  is  rather  short,  and  perhaps  1625  had  anoblboiaiv  with  c; 
dnoBaai  moSt  MSS.,  BlaSS  ;  dnoddia-i]  hq  Bern.,  dnodaaei  Vat.  Laur. 

113-14.  o  popos  a  xpv]  ypa<t)€ip  was  bracketed  by  Hamaker  and  Blass. 

1 1 6.  apv7r€v0v[py)p  :  so  A  ;  dvevSvpop  BC,  Blass. 

117*  aOlTTjTQP  Kai  az/f^6ra[o-]ro[i'] :  SO  AC,  BlaSS  ,*  dpe^,  Ka\  d^rjT,  B. 

120.  T(OP  popoip  :  SO  BC,  Blass;  Td)P  ip  Tjj  TroXei  A, 

121.  popol :  so  most  MSS. ;  popos  1 ;  om.  agp  Vat. 

124-5.  :  so  most  MSS. ;  avTo  glm  ;  om.  Blass  on  account  of  hiatus. 

127.  KT)pVKa  I  KVptOV  g. 

1 3 1.  €m6€[B<DKas :  so  g;  dnibcoKas  q;  inibcjKas  the  rest,  Blass.  aTTo,  which  must  have 
stood  in  the  lacuna,  is  omitted  by  ek. 
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132.  €x€i[9  :  so  MSS.,  Blass  ;  eix^s  (Bake)  is  inadmissible. 

134.  €is  ravra  €k  TToXewy  is  restored  from  most  MSS.,  but  C  omits  fiV  and  el  have 
TToXiTcias  for  TToXeoay,  while  Blass  omits  eV,  and  Bekker  reads  ex  tcdv  rrjs.  The  length  of  the 
lacuna  favours  the  presence  of  both  eis*  and  ck,  but  not  rcov  as  well. 

135-6 . \\ov  :  a  and  fi  are  the  only  alternatives  to  X,  and  the  lacuna  maybe  2  or 

3  letters  shorter  than  as  printed,  but  hardly  any  longer.  The  MSS.  have  nothing  between 
(piXoTijilav  and  An  imperative  either  preceded  by  or  governing  dpndCeiv  (instead  of 

dpiraCe)  seems  most  likely,  but  e|Xov  is  not  satisfactory. 

1 40.  Whether  1625  had  Koim9  with  the  MSS.  or  Kcvasy  the  generally  accepted  correction 
of  Stephanus,  is  uncertain. 

144—5.  Trjv?'\  j  €7n  Ta)[t  SeoipiKwt :  Tr)v  iiii  tw  6,  dpx^v  (MSS.,  except  h  fVt  t^v 

BccDpiKwv)  does  not  suit,  rrjv  before  apxrjv  can  be  omitted  from  the  restoration,  but  cf.  1.  154. 
Blass  proposed  eVt  t6  dccopiKov  in  both  places,  comparing  §  25  and  avoiding  hiatus  in  1.  145 ; 
most  I\ISS.  in  1.  154  have  twv  6€copiKa>u  (which  may  of  course  have  been  the  reading  of  1625 
in  both  places),  but  cdq  have  rw  SewpiKw. 

146.  is  omitted  by  df,  tto)  by  Ap  Vat.,  and  it  is  not  certain  that  both  these  words 
should  be  restored, 

153.  The  restoration  is  rather  short,  containing  only  16  letters  compared  with  21  in 
the  two  lines  above  (1.  154  may  be  short  for  special  reasons;  cf.  n.);  and  o  may  be 
inserted  before  Arjpoadepijs.  The  loss  of  it  would  be  easy  owing  to  the  hiatus. 

154.  After  Tcoi  S€a)piK(oi  (or  tcdv  BcwpiKWv;  cf.  11,  144—5,  ^0  proceed  oti  peo-ovvra  Tr}v 
dpxv^  cypa'^ev  avTov  (rT€<f)avovv  dvaylvci)(TK€  {avaytvd)(TKCT€  SOme  MSS.)  didkoyiapos  t(ov  f)pcpd)v, 
(SiaX,  T.  om.  B),  while  of  the  A  group  e  has  only  ^rjcpiapa  (so  Blass)  and  kl  omit  the 
title  as  well  as  the  preceding  sentence,  ort  .  .  .  dpayiutoa-Kc  was  deleted  by  Bekker  and 
subsequent  editors  as  a  gloss,  but  some  retain  8ia\oyi(rp69  Td>v  r)pep5>v  as  the  title.  Allow¬ 
ing  for  a  title  at  the  top  of  Col.  iv  corresponding  to  1.  1 21,  there  is  certainly  not  room 
for  more  than  27  lines  of  continuous  text,  and  there  may  have  been  only  26,  so  that 
it  is  practically  certain  that  the  gloss  was  omitted  by  1625,  as  in  A. 

187.  The  papyrus  may  have  had  KoBamp  Kai  01  aXXot  with  C,  but  is  unlikely  to  have 
omitted  aXXot  with  A. 
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25,  29. 

AeviTrjs  1603.  1 6. 

X€(OP  1601.  13. 
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Xdyoy  1602.  38. 
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€7T0S  II.  24. 
epOTO?  I.  8. 
epiybovnos  II.  12. 
epKos  I.  16. 

€p7T€lP  II.  I. 
epxfdOai  III.  9,  25  ? 

€Tl  I.  14* 
evdpTTV^  I.  13. 

€v8alpaiP  I,  II. 

€vdo^o9  II,  30. 

€vx€(r6at  I.  15  ’  II.  26. 

^evypypm  I.  8  j  II.  20. 

Zevs  II.  7>  29. 

rj  II  title. 

‘Hpa/cX^y  II  title. 
ypipos  III.  19  ? 

^dXo9  I.  14. 

SdpaTos  I.  3^* 
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0^/3at  [II.  26.] 

QrjjSaloi  II  title. 

II.  22. 

Oolm  I.  II. 

Opaavs  II  title. 

levai  (‘  go  ’)  II.  19. 

Ipos  [II.  4.] 
lardvai  II.  8. 

Kddpos  II.  28. 

Kal  I.  16;  II.  3,  7,  2  2,  30; 
III.  I  I. 

KaWi^opos  II.  2^? 

Kapv^  II.  24. 

KnTapx^LV  II.  8. 

Kcdpos  II.  28  ? 

K€p  I.  [34]  and  sch. 

Kepavpos  II.  15. 

Kep^epos  II  title. 

K€X^Cl8€Pai  II.  10. 

KrjXeip  II.  2  2. 

Ki^baXos  [II.  3.J 
Kipeiv  II.  16. 

Kiacrtpos  III.  7. 

/cXa-yya  II.  18. 

/cXoVoff  II,  14, 

Kopr)  I.  17  sch. 

Kopv<pd  I.  12. 

KOVpT]  [L  17.] 

Kpepappvpai  III.  I2. 

KporaXa  II.  10. 

KpoTacPos  III.  8. 

KvaPOx'iToyp  III.  5. 
kvkXos  II.  4. 

KvKXo)\j/  I.  6,  10  sch. 

Xayxdpdp  [II.  28  ?] 

Xeyeip  I.  2,  15,  23  Sch. 
Xei^ccrdai  I.  4. 

XeoiP  II.  21. 

pavia  II.  13. 
paTTjp  IL  9,  32. 
peyapa  II.  8. 
peyas  I.  7  ;  II.  9. 
peXas  I.  16. 
peXi^eip  III.  6. 

II.  [i],  8;  III.  3. 
fi€Taypd(p€ip  I.  6  sch. 


INDICES 

Molcra  II.  25*  Motcrat  I.  1 4. 
pvpios  II.  18. 

Natd5es  II.  12. 
pqUip  I.  35. 

P€OS  II.  5* 

PLP  I.  16. 
pvp  [II.  4.1 

^apBos  II,  1 1 . 

^61/tfea-^at  I,  TO  Sch. 

6  I.  [10]  and  sch,,  34  sch. ; 

II.  3, 15,  [16],  22. 
d  I.  6  sch. 

olonoXos  II.  19  and  schol. 
olus  II,  6. 
dXjSor  II.  26? 

6p<f)d  II.  29. 
dpyfj  II.  20. 
dpLPeaOm  II.  I  3. 

Ovpapibai  II,  7. 
ovTos  I.  6  sch. 
ovT<os  I.  6  sch. 
dcpis  II.  18  sch. 

TrayKparrjs  II.  15. 

IlaXXds  II.  17, 

7rdp  II.  9.  napd  II-  7=  [30]- 
rrar^p  I.  5,  17. 

TTeXeiP  III.  15. 

nepuTcro^  I.  34  sch.  nepiaaios 
I.  20  sch. 

TTeraXov  III.  19. 

TTevKrj  II.  II. 

TrXeKTos  III.  7  sch.  ? 

TrXoKor  III.  7» 

TToXts,  TToXea  III.  9.  TrrdXtj 

I.  6. 

TTOPOS  III.  16. 

TTore  II.  27. 

TTOVS  III.  4. 

TTpantbes  II.  28. 

TTpen€LP  I.  II. 

TTplp  II.  I. 

7TpO(Tdy€LP  1.  20  sch.? 

7TpVTaPl9  III,  10. 

TTroXiff  I.  6.  Cf.  TToXtJ. 

TTvXrj  II.  4. 


TTVp  II.  16. 

pip(l)a  II.  19. 

{pi)\l^avxr}P  II.  13. 
pop^os  II.  9. 
pvecrdaL  III.  1,4. 

crap  II.  3. 
creppos  II.  8. 
aKanrop  II.  7. 

aKoneXos  III.  10. 
croXoiKLcrpos  I.  6  Sch. 
cro(f)6s  II.  24. 

CTaoris  III.  3. 

(TT€(f)apos  III.  7. 

(7roX[  III.  24. 

(jTopa  [11.  3.J 

(TTOPaXCL  II.  12. 

(TTpaTid  III.  II. 

<TV.  [1.  15.] 

(Tvyyopos  1.  1 7. 

(TVP  II.  14. 

<TXOLVOT€Pr)S  [II.  I.] 

Tapias  III.  23. 

T€  I.  19  :  II.  [i],  10,  13, 
[16],  17,  [26];  III.  10, 

12-13.  17- 

reXerd  I.  33  ‘  II.  6  ,*  III.  6. 
Tfdff  III.  6. 

TiOipai  I.  13. 

TLKTCLP  II.  30. 

Tv-[p^7rGPa  II.  9. 

VTTO  II.  I  I . 

lyfraux^]^  II.  I  3. 
v'^TjXos  II.  28. 

(papa  II,  27* 

(pevycLP  I.  16. 

(pdoyyd^ecrOaL  II.  1 8. 
cpiXos  III.  9. 

*i>6pKos  I.  17. 

(piiXop  11,  21  j  III.  18 

Xdppa  III.  13. 

Xopcveip  II.  22. 

Xopds  III.  16. 

wff  I.  6  sch. 
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(I?)  Other  Classical  Fragments. 

(1600  is  to  be  supplied  before  the  figures  in  thick  type.  The  extant  portio7i 
^^1608  is  not  indexed,  except  the  proper  nanies) 


uya66s  5. 

' AyafirjaTWp  13.  2. 

ayavaKTclv  6.  5^7^  543* 
dyvos  11.  163. 
dyovos  11,  95* 
dyopd  [11.  73.] 

d8€\(pr)  7.  283* 
d8€\(f)idovs  10.  86. 

6.  7,  [161]  ;  10.  1 43  ? 
dBiKcip  G,  1153 
dBiKtiis  6.  4^9* 
aSvi/aTOff  7.  59* 
dOavaala  12.  31‘ 

^Adijvaioi  6.  176;  10.  733  *>  ^^*  “^* 

'*AiBt]s  11.  271. 
aipitv  10.  45,  75,  267  ? 

Al(riplBr)s  13.  7* 

AIctxv^os  13.  3. 

.  airidcrOaL  11.  225. 
aKOVTlOP  11.  72. 

dicovctp  5.  46  ;  6.  129,  136,  143,  147,  379, 
496  ;  7.  250 ;  9.  15. 

'AKOvcriXaos  11.  52. 
aKpOTToKis.  Ilfpt  d-K,  11.  103. 
dXyT)Bdi>p  11.  247? 
d\rj6(os  11.  43» 

d\i(TK€aBai  10.  106  j  11.  67. 

^ A\Ki^idBr)s  8.  5^* 

*A\Kp€<t)p  (a)  11.  87,  9^3  (^)  ^^*  5* 

dAXa  6.  83,  [233],  245,  502,  705;  7.  44, 
126,  [161],  164  ;  8.  36 ;  9.  II ;  10.  163  ; 
11.  198  ;  12.  14. 
nXXos  6.  223,  259,  533  ;  11.  60. 

dWoTpios  6.  179* 

a/ia  6.  352  ;  10.  [123],  125. 

dpaprdpcip  6.  544* 

dpdpTTjpa  6.  l8o. 

apapriy[  8.  8 1. 

dpov(Tos  8.  9,  14. 

dp(j)L(r^rjT€7p  6.  5  4  73  604* 

ap^drepoy  7.  1 15* 

av  6.  [114],  I18,  123,  [234],  235,  260,  504, 
536;  7.40,6.3,228;  8.37,(48);  9.18; 
10.  242.?;  11.  240;  12.  10,  24,  26. 
dp  =  lap  6.  340  ? 


dudyeip  5.  34. 
dvayKdC€ip  6.  254,  353. 
dvayKaios  8.  8,  12  ;  10.  4. 
dpdyKi]  6.  181,  293,  295,  482. 
dpaypdcfy^cip  11.  105. 
dpaiaxvPTOS  6.  73^* 

dpaKXaaLs  9.  II. 

dpaKOiPOvaOai  10.  1 28. 

dpa\ap^dp€ip  7.  87* 

dpapLyipr)(TK€LV  (^apappi]pi(TK€iP  II)  6.  178. 

*A»'do-;^eroff  7.  2 1 8. 

dp€ip  W,  127. 

dpl)p  6.  98?,  935;  10.  75,  268?;  11.  62 
d)  dvB.  BtKadTai  6.  773  1^43  2  20,  368,  377 
859  i  7.  22  1.  dpBpaari  6.  330- 
dpdpcOTTOS  6.  225;  7.  16,  42,  195;  8.  8,  29 
52  ;  11.  64  ;  12.  16. 
dvLepQL  12.  28  ? 
dporjTOs  6.  357- 
apoia  8.  41. 
dvopcDS  6.  159* 
di/rex^crOai  7.  I  72. 
dvTL  6.  171 ;  11.  29  ? 
dPTlBlKOS  6.  133. 
dPTl7rpdTT€LP  7.  90. 
dvoaScP  11.  81, 

d^ios  6.  659. 

d^iovp  6.  II,  78,  320,  326;  7.  193 ;  10.  24 

11.  46. 

d7raiT€iP  6.  264. 
dTraiTijais  6.  273. 

d7rftXe£i3  11.  77. 

dirilpai  9.  18. 

dno  5.  35  j  9.  19  3  1^*  94*  ^1*  9^* 

d7Toyiyvd)(TK€ip  8.  29. 

dnoBeiKPVPai  6.  533* 
dnoBrjpeiP  7.  285. 

drroBcBdpac  6.  I4,  31-2,  46-7,  370,  381-2. 
fl7ro^yi7tr<f4J/ 10,  104,*  11.  83. 

diTOtKi{eiP  10. 59. 

d7T0Kr)pVTT€LP  8.  39- 
d7roKopi{^€a6aL  11.  2  22  ? 

dnoKTcipeip  6.  9  ;  11.  228. 
dTTo\ap^dp€Lv  6.  217. 
d7To\iy€LP  7.  28,  58  ? 
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' KnoWobcapo^  8.  34- 

aTToXKvvai  6.  83. 
aKokoyeidOai  8.  36. 
anoXoyla  8.  28. 
aTTo\v€LV  11,  54* 
dnopia  6.  3^7  ^  1^9* 

drroppo^  9.  18. 

drrocrTepeiv  6.  II7j  162,  253?  949’ 

aTTOCpepecrOai  6.  12? 

d7rO\l/T)(j)L(€(T6aL  6.  221, 

oTTparos  6.41* 

dirpcTT^i  7.  180. 

’Apyetoy  11.  52. 

dpyvpiov  6.  264,  283,  296,  341,  345. 
apiara  6.  210  j  11.  23 1  ? 

*A[pi(rro  ?]57yp,oy  11.  223. 

^Apiaro(f)dvT)s  11,  174* 

^Api(f>p(cv  13.  I. 

^ApKTiPOs  11.  148  ? 

'ApTa^€p^Tjs  10,  12  2, 

dpxaios  12.  38. 
dpx^iv  11,  84. 
dpx^  11.  122  j  12.  12. 
d(T€^a.v  12.  23,  25  ? 
dcfOivOiS  7»  82. 

'Aaia  8.  99. 

dairis  6.  20,  66. 

*Atr(r);[  11.  247. 

drcKPOs  11.  90. 
dripd^eip  10.  20. 
arpcoTOff  11,  62. 

aCrdy  6.  8,  85,  90,  I48,  169,  182,  191,  202, 
227, 232,  [268],  [272],  294-5, 299, 326, 
379.  503-?.  532.  534>  536;  7.  20,  26,  61, 
99.  103,  192,  206,  394;  8.  79,  82;  10. 
9,  74,  85,  96,  100,  1 16?,  123;  11.  59,  61, 
_  65,  76,  79,  128,  149;  12.  13,  23,  27. 
avTOv  10.  49  ? 
dcpaipcip  0.  10  j  12.  30- 
d(f>api^€LP  6.  32. 
d(l)r)y€i(rBai  11.  1 6 1. 
a(f)iTnTos  8.  II,  15. 
d(l)pa)p  6.  360. 

*AxapP€vs  6.  89. 

^A^apbpos  13.  1 1. 
dyj/Lpaxia  7.  26. 

Bd/c^at  11,  35. 

^ap^apiKds  10,  72. 

/SatrtXeta  10.  124  ;  11.  40. 


(3a(n\€v€LP  11.  44. 

^aaiXevs  10.  5 1,  87,  132  ;  11.  50,  69. 

^e^aios  (j3ei3aioCv ?)  6.  493,  602. 

^€\Tt(OP  6.  132,  141,  148,  204. 

(3ia  6.  227. 

/3ioy  6.  353. 

^opeios  11.  123,  126. 

^ovXea-Bai  6.  138,  441  ;  10.  33,  125?;  12. 

10,  22. 

/SovXevetj^iu  6.  498  ? 

/Sows,  d  6.  336. 

^paxis  10.  135. 

BvldpTLOp  10.  41. 

y6p  e.  17,  113.?,  122,  152,  157,  183,  242, 
329,  538,  553.  595 ;  7.  19,  42,  63,  73,  98, 
187,  224,  228;  8.  21,  40,  151  ;  9.  10; 
[10.  50?];  11.  46,  [51],  55,  58,  84,  166, 

239. 389 ;  12. 12, 28, 35. 

ye  7.  59,  162  ;  8.  42,  100.?;  11.  190. 
r€(™s)  5.  35  marg. 

y€<j)vpa  10.  II? 

77  6-  43  5  11-  81. 

7i>f(r6m6.  [156],  205,  262,359,378;  7.25,' 
63;  8.  2?,  10;  10.  30,  96;  11.  69,  90. 
ytypdxTKciP  6.  535  >  8,  82. 
yoP€vs  8.  2,  5,  45,  50. 
yvp^  11.  146. 

bapdaiirrros  11.  164. 
bapeiCea-Sai  6.  3  20,  327,  444» 

S'  6-  [7].  13.  41.  47.  85,  116,  143,  155, 
[163],  175,  181,  186,  189,  [216],  224, 
246,  251-2,  255,  257,  261,  266,  295,  319, 
324-5.  336.  494.  505.  558;  7.  [72],  80, 
84,  186,  288,  455;  8.  7,  34,  37,  49,  57; 
9.  9,  14,  31-2,  [34],  37;  10.  8,  [12],  16, 
[32],  38,  70,  74.  106,  125,  [237],  249.?; 
11-  34-5.  56.  75.  86,  92,  107,  109,  HI, 
127-8,  137,  151,  [175],  213,  215,  223, 
229,  232,  247,  276,  280;  12.  I,  II, 
18,  30. 

fieStcoy  10.  126  ? 

beip  6.  249,  361  ;  [7.  loo];  9.  14;  12.  17. 

bcLPOS  6.  113.^)  422  ? 

beiaOai  6.  143,  219,  318,  335. 

AeiceXeta  6.  1 86. 
bea-TToipa  [7.  102.] 

bevTcpos  11.  39,  (figure)  329. 

brj  6,  417  ;  7.  102 ;  8.  48 ;  10.  loi. 
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6.  152,  193,  803  ;  11.  32. 
drjXovv  7.  24. 

ArjfjLrjTrjp  12.  25- 
ArjfJLOKplTOS  9.  16. 

a/j/Lto?  [6. 217.] 

atd6.  56.?,  203,239;  8.28;  10.  [16?],  21, 
108  ;  11.  86,  88,  96. 
dta^aWccrdai  8.  51.^ 
diQ^oXiQ  7.  '21 1. 

BiayavafCTclv  6.  84. 

^Layeadai  6.  559* 

8iaK€ia6ai  7.  82. 
ataKocrtot  5.  32  ;  10.  66. 

SiaXeyeaSai  7.  97» 

SiaXveip  6.  333,  5^0;  11.  128. 

Bianopeiv  11.  166. 

BianpaTTio-dai  8.  25* 

Biapp^Brjv  7.  128. 

BiarcXeiv  10.  93. 

6.  242  ? 

Bia(p€p€a6ai  7.  23,  62,  lOO, 

BiaipBeipcLv  *7 ,  194;  10.  73* 

Bia(l)opa  6.  262  ;  8.  42. 
atadi/at  5.  37;  6.  25.^,  228,  248,  252,  271, 
273;  474;  7-  107?;  10.  213. 

BlBvpos  11.  92, 

BiKa(€iu  6.  17,  254,  871 ;  7.  159. 

atffuiof  6.  553*^  BtKaioTaTOS  10.  28  BiKaitos 
6.  1 18,  506,  536.  BiKaiorepov  6.  130. 

BiKai[  6.  4165  495» 

BiKaarTrjpiov  XI.  226. 

biKaariis  6.  77,  114,  221,  369,  378,  384, 
859 ;  7.  222. 

BUr)  6.  103  ?,  184,  248. 

Aiovvoria  6.  330- 

BlOpVTTCltf  7.  14,  23,  30,  40,  92. 

Ai A^ittttos  7.  285, 

6.  144,  479.?,  510;  8.  7,  13;  9.  9. 
aoX<;(df  10.  134  ? 
ad^«  12.  31. 

adpu  11.  41,  45,  48,  84. 

dpaxpn  6.  23,  167,  332;  (symbol)  9.  31, 

^  [37-8]. 

Sieiv  6.  250,  355. 

Bvvapis  6.  348. 

dwaa-Sai  6.  i6,  34,  538  ;  11.  5r,  85. 

8vo  6.  169,  297,  440;  11.  31,  1 16. 

Bv(7TVX€(TT€pOS  6.  2  2  6, 

Bv(TTvxio,  6.  158. 

B<op€ii  6.  172. 


edi/  6.  47.^;  7.  16 T  ;  11.  94;  12.  32. 
fWoC  (aOrov)  6.  16,  80,  168,  177,  345,  358  ; 

8.  5-,  45. 
ijBBoprjKovTa  6.  30. 

€^Bopos  (figure)  11.  232. 

cyyovos  11.  1 46. 

(yi>6.  256,  260,  269,  296,  315?,  335?,  337, 
419,  442,  495,  510;  8.  13,  49,  [82];  11. 
90;  [12.  32].  ^peh  6.  261;  11.  30?; 

12.  13. 

eSeXcLV  6.  552  ;  12.  28. 
edros.  KTiaeis  11.  2 1  3. 

ft  6.  [115],  123,  224,  226,  230,  250,  296, 
301,  351,  355.  494,  502;  7.  [73],  187, 
194;  8.  57;  11.  190;  12.  22. 
elBevai  7.  46. 
etaoiX 01/  9.  14. 
f«ore.  252,  322,  344. 

fimi  6.  [114],  124,  I41,  145,  149;  154,  168, 

174,  194,  201,  244,  246,  251,  256,  277, 
284,  327.?,  337,  344,  356,  426,  480, 
562;  7.  18,  54,  72,  221,  236,  341,  465  ; 
8.  9.  49.  53.  57  ;  9-  32  ;  10.  5,  59,  87,  93, 
100;  11.  31.  43,  58,  75,  83,  96,  147, 
170,  188;  12.  15,  17. 
fiTTfp  10.  33. 

fts  5.  31;  6.  93?,  165,  [234],  260,  [330], 
346,  354;  489;  7.  284;  8.  42;  9.  13; 

10,  6 ;  11.  224,  226. 

€is  7*  191 ;  [10.  238.] 

dcrayctv  11.  227. 
flcnivai  6.  234. 

€ira  6.  201  ? 

€icD0€i/ai  7.  ,95‘ 

€K,  6.  186,  285;  7.  194;  10.  41,  58;  11. 

59,  60;  12.  12. 

€Ka(TTOS  6.  476  ;  9.  19. 
iKQTOU  10.  74. 
fKyouos  {fyyoi'os  II)  11.  146. 
ckBiBovqi  10.  34 
€K€i  9.  9 ;  10.  103. 

€K€lPO?  6.  63.?,  704;  7.  27,  45,  68,  80,  228, 
396;  8.  36;  9.  10;  10.  18,  21,  31,  194.^' 

11.  59,  79;  12.  18-19.  Cf.  K€lVOS. 

€K€7a€  12.  27. 

€KTtX€IV  5.  47.?;  10.  40. 

€KTi6€a6ai  11.  148, 

€KTLP€IV  6.  249,  300. 

€KTiai9  6.  490. 

€K<p€Vy€lP  6.  7* 
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"'EXaroff  11.  57. 
eXdxioTot  6.  157. 

eXev^e^p  7.  344. 

’EXfw/i/ta  12,  2  1. 

"EXXdviKos  11.  212. 

'EXXaff  10.  59* 

"'EXXijycs  8.  127;  10.  24,  108,  192. 
eXTTis  6.  198, 
eVoff  6.  258,  322* 

’E/xTTfSoKX^y  9.  17. 

eV  6.  II,  120,  [370];  9.  13;  10.  [88],  105; 
11-  34.  36,  39.  [73].  87,  103,  1 14,  120-1, 
129,  213,  [219],  229,  232,  280,  [302]. 
ivavrios  6.  274,  534. 

€V€Ka  7.  71*  €V€K€lf  7.  I  7)  98. 

ivddbi  12.  26. 

€UO)(X€lV  6.  263. 

ivT€v6€V  6.  343. 

€^al(j)VT]s  6.  351  j  10.  1 1 1 
i^iXavveiv  11.  125. 
i^€TdC€tV  [6.  343];  7.  223. 

i^ris  11.  I47» 

c^ovdia  7.  45* 

iiraivcXv  8.  26. 
eVe/  [6.  163.] 

(jsuhf,  6.  13,  34,  155;  7.  419. 

€7r€LTa  11. 58, 72. 

ini  6.  82,  146,  184,  188,  199,  337,  ,508; 

7.  29,  50;  9.  lO-ii;  10.  43;  11.  286. 
iTTiheLKVvvai  6.  348. 
eTrUovpos  [6.  164.] 

'EmKovpos  9.  16. 
impcvciv  6.  156. 
innrLTrTeLv  10. III? 
iTTLTrXeiv  6.  372. 
fVtO’ToX?}  7.  289,  337. 

iniTrjdeLOS  6.  658. 
imriOivai  10.  1 44  ^  I  11.  82. 

€7rLTp€7r€lV  6.  135,  3 
iniTpoirr}  6.  267. 
iniTpoTTos  6.  244. 

€mTvy)(du€iv  8.52? 

epyd^ecrOai  6.  207,  7^9*^ 

€pyov  5.  31 ;  10.  17. 

ipelu  6.  224j  329;  7.  66-7  ;  9.  14;  10.  36; 

12.  34. 

'Epfi^s  11.  I  26. 

"'Eppinnos  11,  1 19. 

€pv6p6s  11.  235- 
€pX€(T6ai  6.  60 J  347. 


€(TXaTOS  6.  346  ;  11.  245. 

CTttipOS  6.  2465  257. 

hiposQ.  297-8,  302,  313,  322,  327,  338; 

7.  233 .? 

€ro?  6.  440 ;  13.  passim. 

€vBatpOP€Ll/  6.  153* 

€vdatpOV€<TT€pOS  6.  229. 
cvepycdia  6,  I  78,  2 1 7. 

eiepy[e^  10.  255. 

€vXa^€ia6at  8.  47. 

€VPOVXO£  [10.  130-] 

Evpinidr)^  11.  87. 

€vplaKeiv  6.  83;  8.  48;  12.  12. 

€VCr€^T)S  12.  6. 

(VTVx'ia  6.  200. 

€v<pr]p€iv  8.  6. 

€{jx€0-6ai  11.  147, 

€(podos  10.  96. 
icjyoppdv  11.  78. 

?Xfiv  6.  41,  198,  232,  297,  504,  553  ;  7.  44, 
59,  177,  221  ;  8.  79,  [83];  9.  31  ?,  [37]; 
10.  44  ;  11.  63  ;  12.  5. 
e\0pa  7.  7  I  ;  8.  43. 
ixep6s  6.  [190],  258,  320,  349,  359. 

(as  6.  [10],  152. 

Z(vs  5.  33;  7.  108,  216;  11.  76,  [163]. 
f7AoTU)r[of  5.  29.  ^rjKoTvnas  8.  83. 

C^p  10.  106. 

11.  94. 

C<^yp€ip  10.  75. 

7  e.[i96],  228, 298-9, [360], 362;  7.65,68; 

8.  10,  12  ;  9.  16-17  j  67,  170,  [246]. 
^ydidBai  6.  276,  ^06, 

^epopia  10.  26.^,  34? 

^hr]  6.  982;  11.  125. 

^boPT]  11.  246. 

*HVa)i/  10.  43. 

T]K€tp  6.  13  ;  8.  41. 

’HXetoj  6.  168. 

^XiKia  6.  204. 

7Xto?  6.  250,  355. 

W^pa  6.  33,  93  ? 

^perepos  6.  142. 

ijptdvs  6.  78,  822;  (symbol)  9.  36. 

(‘I  said’)  8.  37,  49- 

^Treipas  10.  95« 

Hpa/cX^j  11.  123. 

^dvxia  7.  248. 
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Odvaros  11.  1 50. 

Oapcrelv  11.  1 4 1 . 

QcfxiaroKXrjs  8.  3,  38,  84—5  ;  10.  7. 

0eo$€Vrr/y  11.  280  ? 

Qeo^OTL^Tjs  (^OeoBoTidrjs  n)  6.  249,  300. 
eeo/iyijcTTOt  (a)  6.  240,  247,  255,  342?; 
{d)  7.  219. 

Beds  11.  89,  95.  deoi  11.  74  ?  ;  12.  39. 
SepaTTaiva  6.  238  ;  7.  60,  96,  472. 

Qfanrievs  13.  2. 

6r]aravp6s  6.  81. 

SovKvbidrjs  11.  1 15* 

OpaKes  11.  2  21. 

Spacrvs  7.  64. 

Qpaarcouidrjs  5.  25. 

Sv€LP  [11.  74.] 

^laTTCTOS  11.  I  20. 
tdios  7.  7^‘ 

Upcvs  12.  73,  81 
t€/309  11.  59. 

]/€(7^0t  7.  I  81. 
iva  [6.  144  ] 

InmKOf  8.  12. 

*l7r7ro^ep(ri^y  6.  74?,  137)  ^47>  237. 
t7r7roX[  11.  346. 

'iTrnopevTjs  13.  9. 

tTTTTOS  11.  124,  127. 

IdTamt  7.  241;  11.  72. 

ItTropia  11.  54- 
Icr^v^  11.  63. 

6.  886. 
tVwr  11.  84. 

"'lo)!/  11.  1 2 1,  277 

Kadaipeiv  6.  197* 

Kadaiifp  7.  95,  336?;  11.  45,  49,  167. 
<a^i(7Tai/at  8.  46  *,  12.  1 5. 

KaOodos  6.  165. 

Kai,  K  -=.  Kai  11.  216.  Ka\  yap  7.  187  ; 

12.  12.  Kai  prjp  7.  5^* 

Kaivcvs  11.  41,  46—  7. 55. 85. 

Kaivrj  11.  56. 

KaiTiep  11.  I  7  I. 

Kaiaap  12.  9,  II,  24,  32. 

KalroL  6.  I  18,  321. 

KaKos  5.  17. 

Ka\€iv  6.  483;  10.  57 ;  11.  107. 

KaXws  5.  27,  50;  7.  220;  8.  34;  12.  13. 
Kap\r]bwv  6.  370* 


Kara  7.  81,  1 7 1,  192  ;  9.  16  ;  11.  80,  122. 

KaTayeiv  6.  1 90. 

KaTayiyvd)(TK€iv  7.  160. 

/caraStKafetD  7.  2 1 5. 

KaTaKoipiarTijs  10.  131. 

KaTaKOTTTClP  11. 79. 

KaroXeycLV  11.  53- 

KaTaXiliTfLv  10.  102. 

KaTa(TK€vd^€iv  6.  268  ;  7.  397. 

KaTa(l)pov€7u  6.  419;  7.  109. 

Karacjivyr)  10.  230  ? 

KaTeTreiyeaOai  7.  30,  43. 

Karepxea-eai  6.  12,  38,  42,  43,  115, 

Kare^dP  10.  1 23  ? 

KaTJjyopia  7.  224. 

KaTOTTTpi^eiP  9.  19. 

KaTOITTpOP  9.  10. 

K€lP0S  11.  91. 

K€\€V€lP  6.  38,  235  ^  7.  2  1,  214  :  [U-  74-] 
Kepravpoi  11.  71,  78. 

K€PT€LP  11.  66. 

Kr)b€(TTTlS  7.  217. 

Klpiov  10.  38,  [62]. 

KLpbvV€V€lP  10.  71. 

kIv^vvos  6.  346  ;  7.  72.. 

KXeidiKo^  (#cXeoS«off  II)  13.  8. 
kX/j^hp  11.  162  a. 

KXjjpOS  6.  487,  491. 

KodXepos  11.  107. 

Koyxt)  9.  30. 

KOIPCOPUS  6.  379. 

KOfii^eadat  6.  16.?,  43,  173. 

KopipBus  11.  88. 

KpaT€iP  11.  47. 

Kparipos  11.  36. 

Kpiaris  [6.  I39-] 

Kpirrjs  11,  32. 

Kpiriop  7.  2  20. 

KTaa-Otu  6.  44. 

/crtVts*  11.  214. 

KvaBos  9.  27—8,  33—4. 

Kvnpos  [10.  6s.] 

KVpi€V€lV  7.  85. 

KVpi09  7.  119.^ 

AoK^baipioviOL  8.  103. 

\apPav(iv  6.  79,  227,  298,  [302J,  339;  11. 
266, 

AapTrpoKXrjs  11.  170,  1 72. 

(  AamBai  11.  70. 
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Xfycif  5.  30?,  41?,  43~4  i  6-  79)  *3*> 

340;  7.  47,  95,  193.  290.  336? ;  8.  4, 
[84];  10.  7;  11-  37.  39.  55.  89,  [120]. 
122,  175,  240  ;  12.  10,  17. 

\€lT0Vpy€W  7.  2  0. 

Aecufcpdr^s  13.  10. 

Xoyos-  7.  335* 

\oyXO(l)6pos  10.  120  ? 

XotTTos  6.  I4^>  149* 

Ai;Ki[  11.  251. 

AvKOprjbrjs  10. 

AvK6(ppa)V  7.  28,  106,  160,  287. 

\v7r€iv  6.  176. 

Av(rtas  6.  36,  79,  I36,  I50,  2II,  2l6?,  222. 
AvO’tTTTTOy  11.  34,  3®I» 

pa6r}T^s  11.  172? 

pjaKiara  11.  67. 
papTvp€7v  6.  371* 
paprvpia  7.  217* 

fidprvs-  6.  253,  272,  367,  374,  376,  380,  436, 
[438].  477.  700-1.  828,  850. 
fi-iyas  6.  328  ;  8.  78  ;  9.  29,  30,  33  ;  10.  25, 
269?;  11.  138,  164.  peyiaros  6.  2l8  ;  8. 

44;  10. 23;  11. 63. 

p€6i€vai  11.  2  2  2. 

11.  95. 

pelcDV  6.  94  ^ 

M^Xriaia^  (<2)  11.  106;  (d)  11.  1 17. 

peWeiv  7.  85. 
pepinjcrdai  6.  2  2  2. 

6.  II,  39,  115.  122,  149,  152,  174,  184, 
[227],  256,  301,  322,  338,  377,  502,  554  ; 
7.  73.  80,  176?,  183,  194,  288;  9.12; 
10.  8,  19,  58,  71,  84,  102,  123;  11.  90, 
[109],  112,  124;  12.  16. 

Mevav  11.  1 1 4. 
p€pos  6.  157  ;  9.  35. 

p€Td  6.  18,  35-6,  76,  187,  206;  10.  42; 
12.  4,  7  ? 

peraixpiov  11.  2 1 9  ? 

pcTapiXrjaav  6.  203. 
piroiKos  6.  154* 

p^  6.  124,  225,  230,  243,  251,  296,  311, 
487;  7.  88,  163,  222,  445;  10.  126. 
pr]b€  7.  447. 
prjbejs  6.  545;  7.  43- 
pr]K€Tl  7.  31. 

P^V  7.  58. 

prjvueiv  6.  319. 


Mldcav  [11.  173^] 

Mi6pibdTr]s  10.  130. 
piKpds  9.  34.  Cf.  p€l(i)P, 

M^TidbrjS  10.  39. 

plcryeaOai  11.  57* 
pia-Oos  6.  332  ? 
pvd  6.  248  ;  9.  36. 

Mvao'fas' 11.  I  2  8. 

povos  10.  137  ;  12.  20.  poPOv  6.  230,  243 
277.  536:  7.  163  ;  11.  197.  ■ 

pova-iKO^  8.  10, 

Myortos-  15.  699. 

pat  5.  45. 

Nd|^(oi  11.  219.? 

pavpaxia  10.  lO,  1 3. 

pavs  6,  3^9’  3^7  j  1^’  73. 98, 267? 
pios  12,  I. 

PT)  Ata  5.  33;  7.  108,  216, 
prjfTos  10.  46. 

NtKaevs- 12.  I  4. 

NiKoarparos  6.  I  7* 
popl^eiv  8,  49,*  10.  94* 
p6po9  6.  128. 

pvp  5.  30;  6.  181;  7.  80;  11.  30;  12.  34 
pvpi  6.  13,  194,  233,  257,  804. 
pv^  10.  105,  1 15  ? 

S€i^0K[X^y]  6.  18. 

^fVo?  6.  168  ,*  11.  236. 

d,  rd  ft?  TOP  ’Ttpaiop  9.  13*  T^po  tov  6.  256, 

dySoo?  9.  35* 
dSd?  11.  127* 

’OSuortred?  11.  272. 

dOep  7.  28 ;  [10.  36.] 

otfo-^at  6.  193;  8.  37 ;  12.  69  ? 

otAcetos  6.  337* 

oiKia  6.  44  3  7.  57>  ^4' 

olKobopelp  6.  195* 

OIOS  6.  430;  9.  15  ;  10.  26.  olds  nep  8.  3. 
o^x^crdat  6.  II,  3^>  I^3>  ^^5* 

6kp€7p  6.  317,  335. 
oXiyos  6.  361  I  11.  166. 

"'OXopos  11.  1 10. 
oXos  7.  224 ;  11.  149. 

^OXvpTTia  7.  284. 
opiXla  7.  16. 

opoios  6.  198.  opoiQjs  7.  33  35* 
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OfioXoyeiv  6..  95,  685  ;  7.  1 86. 

11.  1 2 1. 

6v€i8i^€iv  6.  180. 

OTTOtOy  12.  16. 

oTTorepos  6.  1 38,  14O. 

OTTOV  10.*  109. 

OTTCOS  7.  247, 

opav  6.  266;  7.  81 ;  9.  I I-I2 ;  10.  197 ;  11.  76. 
opyjJ  6.  870. 
opyi^eaSai  [6.  1 1 9.] 

*Op€(TTrjf  11.  280. 
opdios  (opeioy  II)  11.  80. 
oppaaSai  6.  1 8 6. 
opos  11.  124. 

o'f  5.  30;  6.  31,  [45],  184,  207,  233,  (536); 

7.  90,  184?,  220,  334;  8.  46;  10.  [9], 
25,  46.  120;  12.  II.  Cf.  ov, 
os.  §  5*  dy  8.  37. 
oarios  12.  7. 

oVoy  6.  234;  10.  58;  11.  184. 
oairep  7.  79. 

oaw  6.  357,  360,  363;  7.  21  ;  8.  42. 

6(TTlOrOVV  6.  260.  Cf.  ovdoTtovu. 

0T(  6.  271,  329 ;  7.  230  ;  11.  65. 

on  6.  149,  194,  481  ;  7.  24  ;  8.  83;  10.  8, 

[33] ;  11-  38,  loi,  [115];  [12.  30.] 

00,  oiK,  oix  5.  28,  40 ;  6.  83,  325,  378,  501, 

'  504,  552-3.  603  ;  7.  40;  8.  37;  9.  9, 
14;  11,  45,  50,  58,  loi,  166,  197,  239?; 
12.  5,  12,  17,  28,  30. 

ov  10.  10 1. 

ovyKia  (symbol)  9.  37. 
ovdapas  7*  17* 

oiSe  6.  14,  [157].  172.  198.  203,  264,  294, 
919;  [12.6?] 

oiSfk  e.  [123],  171,  175;  7.  465;  11.  60; 
12.  29,  37. 

ov^eTTore  7.  54?  5^?  1 1  2. 

ov8e7rQ}7roT€  6.  202. 

oiiSeVepoy  7.  1151  20. 

ovSoTiovp  8.  2  2. 

OVKCTl  5.  24. 

OVKOVP  7.  91. 

OVKOVP  8.  Iq* 

6.  220,  475,  493;  7.  212,  341 ;  8.  82; 
9.  33.  5*  ooj.  12.  18.  fifp  ovv  6.  149?, 

338;  9.  12;  11.  112. 
ovaLa  6.  [9].  29,  245.  268. 

O0rf  6.  32,  43-4,  177,  179,  263;  7.  18,  24, 
92,  94.  237,  239;  8.  21,  27;  11.  59,  60. 

Q 


otTOiQ.  5,  32,  43,  76,  81,  135,  140,  144,  I  71, 
223,  225,  229,  259,  [261],  340,  354.  383, 
489.  555.  558.  596?.  848;  7. 14.  56.  62, 
65.  67,  69,  79,  83,  89,  93,  99,  125,  214, 
230;  8.53;  9.13;  11.42,  69,  [73],  76,83, 
86,  [108],  1 18,  167,  225;  12.  2,  3,9,  37?, 
71.  ooT(o(r)  5.  39  ;  6.242,349,357,360, 
418;  7.  63;  8.  48;  11.  33,56,  1 15,  124, 
165,  302. 
ovxi  11.  48. 

6(f>6a\p6s  7.  86. 

naibapLov  8.  46. 

TratSevfii/ 11.  1 18. 

TTaiblarKT]  6.  492. 

Tiais  5.  28  ?  ;  11.  59,  163. 
ttoKiv  6.  368. 
riaXXdy  11.  162,  [176]. 
navTcXSis  6.  15 1  ? 

napd  6.  79,  173,  216,  296,  298,  302,  315, 
318,  327,  [338],  537;  7.  45,  47.  65-8, 
205;  10.  210;  11.  38,  87;  12.  19,  20. 

7rapo[  6.  21,  53^1  21 1. 

7rapd8fiypa  12.  33- 
TTapaOdkoTTios  10.  56. 
napaXap^apeiv  6.  91. 
napapopa  6.  45^  ? 

TTapaTTOieiP  IX.  165?,  175* 

TrapaaicoTrap  7.  69. 

7TapacrK€V(i^€iP  6.  358. 

TrapaTaaafLp  10.  69. 

Trapaxp^pa  10.  60. 

TTapeipai  5.  22  ? 
nap€K^atP€iP  10.  37. 
napipycos  7.  223. 

Trapexeip  6.  1 66,  170,  464. 
napOepos  11.  93- 
IlapLoi  11.  226. 

TTopKiTapai  6.  473? 

TTapoipiop  11.  243? 

TtapOLPUP  7.  413? 
ndpoy  11.  224? 

Trdy  6.  193,  241,  [299?];  7.  21,  421, 
iraaxiLp  Q.  351,  354;  7.  88. 

Ilarapevy  11.  1 2  9. 

TTar7)p  8.  39;  11.  108,  1 13. 

TTOTpios  6.  508. 

TTarpis  6,  188. 

ireidap  6.  169,  257  j  12.  33. 

Ueiptiieuy  6.  II. 

2, 


INDICES 


228 

ncXacryoi  10.  228. 

IleXo^  11.  125. 

TTSjXTT€tV  [6.  165] ;  7.  289. 

TTCfXTTTOS  11.  152. 

7r€r^f[  11.  139* 

TTCVTC  11-  35- 

nevTrjKovTa  6.  22  J  10.  66. 

7r€p.  OIOS  TTCp  8.  3. 

JTCpi  6.  I4O-I,  177,  179,  182,  230,  233, 

334.  336.  352.  649  ;  7.  401.  451  ;  8.  [i], 

4;  9.  12;  10.  6,  10,  12,  64;  11.  40-1, 
55.  [103].  ”2,  [130],  167,  215.’,  225, 
248,  [281]. 

TTcpiclvai  9.  21. 

TTepUpyos  6.  276. 

7r€ puardvaL  6.  947  ? 

Treptopdv  6.  345* 

7r€pnTi7rT€LV  10.  107. 

Uepaat  10.  44,  [64]. 

•TrepacTToXis  11.  1 62,  1 76. 

Tzipvai  6.  690.^ 

7r€Tpt]  11.  81. 

TTtSavos  7.  l8,  94,  173,  236. 

TTiirpacTKeiv  6.  40. 

TTiarTLS  6.  472? 
nXdrfi)*/  11.  113. 
ttX^^os  6.  37* 

7TXr](Tl^  6.  823. 

TiXovaidiTaTos  G,  I53j  725* 

nXovrot  11.  36. 

TToOcv  7.  41. 

noieiv  6.64,  192,  219,  275?,  287,  442;  7. 
49.  392  ;  11.  61,  77;  12.  8,  14. 

TTOLfjT^S  11.  I  I  9» 

TToXepadoKos  11.  162  a. 

HoXepap^os  [6.  8.] 

TToXepeiv  11.  7  I  • 

TToXipios  6.  187,  5^3  y  97» 

IloXe/xcor  [11.  I02.J 

TToAts  6.  142,  189;  7.  287  J  8»  5^ ^  ^9> 

21.  [57]- 

TroXirrjs  6.  1 9 1,  201. 

noXvs  6.  33,  71,  [162],  206,  265,  544;  7. 
86;  10.  70-1,  loi,  io6;  11.  49.  TrXdmv 
6.  470. 

TTOppCO  8.  40. 

nocr€tSea>i^  11.  57,  61. 

77 ore  6.  858  ;  10.  2  ;  11.  169. 

TTorepov  8.  7)  H  j  11*  168, 

TTpdypa  6.  139,  286,  433;  10.  126.^ 


irpd^is  6.  851  ;  10.  22,  194. 

7TpdTT€ivG,  137,  231,  259;  7.  230,  242. 
TTplaaSai  6.  5^1* 

TTpiv  6.  250,  261, 

TTpo  6.  256  ;  7.  86. 

TTpoayycXXeLi'  10.  12. 

TTpoaipe^aBat  7.  4^5  ^ 

Trpo^Kciv  6-  354- 

TTpoBvpeToBai  6.  145* 

TrpoSvpcos  7.  2  2. 

TTpoKelaOai  11.  96. 

np6s  6.  86,  237,  [241],  338,  [389],  457, 
460,  563;  7.  15,  (19).  25,  61,  69,  [98], 
[209],  394;  8.  45,  [83];  10.  31,  50,  67, 
98,  129  ;  11.  51  ? 

TTpoacvxjEcrOm  5.  3^* 

TTpO(TY]KOVTa  6.  I  4^  ? 

TTpOavipeiV  W,  I73- 

TTpodcPepeaBat  7.  103* 

TTpOTipOV  7.  19  J  ^4* 

npoTiScaBai  7.  79  ^ 

7rp6)(€ipos  7.  7^ 

Trpcoros  12.  15*  npcoTov  6.  I2I  ‘  11.  265. 
UroXe/Liarop  11.  37^.^ 

TTVpSnvcaSai  [lO.  62.J 

TTVp  11,  195,  306. 

TTvpaos  10.  1 16 
TTcoXeti'  6.  19,  123. 

TTCUTTOre  6.  175.  ' 

TTWS  5.  41;  6.  321,  344.  538;  7-  173: 

11.  94. 

p^pci  5.  42. 

(ra(j)r}s  5.  49  ? 

(TeavTOv  8.  2. 
aepvvveiv  12.  9. 

(T^pa  11.  82. 
a-idrjpos  11.  66. 

(TKrjvr}  10.  88. 

GKrjTTTpoV  11,  44,  48. 

OKOTTeiv  6.  384. 

^KVpOS  10.  46. 

ao(f)coTaTos  10.  2^  ? 

(TTrevdeiv  7.  238  ? 

OTTouSd^eti' 10.  15* 

2rc^ai/os  11.  106,  112,  1 1 7* 

aT€(pavovv  7.  286. 

'2Tr)(TLXopos  11.  169. 

(TTOXOS  10.  64. 
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(TTparcia  6.  574* 

(iTpaTfveiv  Q.  189  j  11.  248. 

CTT partly^  lu  10.  39- 
uTparriyos  10.  85. 

(TTpaTi^T7)s  10.  1 1  4  ? 

(TTpar^  10.  136. 

"Srpypav  10.  44. 

O’vyyvwp.Tj  6.  231. 

(Tvyypa(j)(vs  11.  IO9. 

(TvyKet(Tdia  6.  94. 

(rvKa(f)avr€iv  6.  3  ?,  205  ;  7.  33^  ^ 

(TvWap3dveiv  6.  28. 

(Tvp^aW^tv  6.  486? 

(rvpp,axos  10.  42. 

(TvpTTfiOcLv  10.  61. 

aVp7To\lT€m(T6aL  7.  210. 

(TV  8.  8  ;  11.  146;  12.  I.  vpels  6*.  35,  134, 
i43-4>  150.  152.  173.  207.  220,  228,  234, 
241.  328,  342,  37i>  373?5  537.  554>  923  ; 
7.  159  ;  12.  34. 

(Tvpcpopd  6.  80,  121 J  155,  2  00, 

(TvpeiBivai  6.  316  ? 

(TyveKdidopai  6.  323. 

(TVpdqKTj  6.  39,  45,  127. 

(TVPOI^K  7.  I  I  8 . 

o’VPrdo'creiv  10.  65. 

(TCfidWeLv  j^ll.  50*1 
acpdbpa  6.  349,  4I9« 

(r;^eSoi/  6.  241. 

'ZajKpdrqs  8.  6,  93,  156* 

(Tapa  6.  352  ;  7.  32,  76  ? 

Sco(rid8r)s  6.  92  ?,  737  ??  7^^  ’ 

(Ta)({)poP€ip  7.  162,  185* 
rdXavTop  6.  30,  170. 

rd^is  7.  60. 
rdxa  6.  475. 

re  6.  [167],  259;  7.  no;  10.  10. 
reixos  6.  195* 

T€Kpf)piop  6.  328  ;  7.  212. 

T€KPOP  11. 93. 

T€\€tP  12.  II,  19,  26,  36. 
reXeoff  6.  201  ? 
reXerri  12.  27. 
reXei>T[  6.  577* 

re^os  6.  170. 

rer(apr7j)  9.  3 1. 

TerpaKOcrioL.  oi  rer.  6.  1 84. 

TiTTapaKOPra  10.  68  ;  11.  33. 

T€TTap€S  11.  31. 


retds  7.  288. 

rrjXiKovTos  7-  53* 

TLKTeiV  11.  59  (  rcKeV),  92, 

Tt/xmos-  9.  13. 

Tipt)  6.  14,  78  ;  10.  23. 

Tipcopia  7.  89. 

Ti'r  5.  26.=  ;  6.  223,  228,  (349),  357,  360, 
362,  417;  7.  63,  97-8  105,  272;  [10. 

16,  237];  11.  146. 

ns  6.  351,  477,  494,  499,  694;  7.  89,  187  ; 

10.  229;  11.  65,  84,  94. 

TotVux  6.  34,  76,  301,  368,  377,  383. 
roiovro£  6.  120,  1 74,  183,  505  ;  8.  28,  42-3, 
173;  9.  15;  12.  29. 
to7xos  7.  15,  30,  41,  93. 

TOKOS  6.  312,  314. 

ToXpdp  6.  260,  432. 

TOTTOS  10.  136.  138. 

TocrovTos  6.  347  J  10.  1 6. 

Tore  6.  197,  231  ;  10.  6  ;  11.  65. 
roureVri  8.  53- 
Tperrea-^ai  10.  I  10. 
rp€<p€iP  11.  1 16. 

rpuiKopTa  6.  247.  01  rp.  6.  82,  12  2,  1 60. 

TpiaKotnoi  6.  164. 

rptrjpapxl  6.  724. 

Tpiros  11.  no.? 

TpOTTOS  6.  506. 

TvyxdpcLp  6.  142,  681  ;  10.  I2I,  178. 

Axv  6.  330. 

vios  11.  [106],  no,  [116]. 

i/ierepos  6.  37,  120,  158,  I92,  I99,  31O. 

vsrep  6.  238,  555;  7.  184,  333;  8.  33: 

11.  389. 

xmsp^oXfi  7.  81,  1 7 1 
VTrepTipfpos  6.  251,  356. 
vnexfiv  7.  90. 

wro  6.  [160],  182,  238,  313,  [358];  7.  412; 
8.  38;  10.  19,  23,  102;  11.  [32],  89, 
282. 

hnoXap^dviiv  7.  n  I  ,*  10.  32.  99- 

vnopipcip  7.  2  2. 
v7ropippf)(TK€ip  10.  8. 

(paipecBai  5.  36  ;  6.  239;  9.  9. 

^dpai  5.  45 ;  6.  302,  493-4  ?;  8.  6  ;  9.  18 ; 

11.  no,  114,  276  ?,  281 ;  12.  1 1. 

(fiapfpos  7.  330. 

^apo’dXios  11.  III. 
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cjidaKCLu  6.  298,  339,  440  466,  561,  703. 

^av\o£  8.  35,  40j  5^- 

6.  86,  537. 

^epevddrrjg  10.  86. 

<p(iy(tv  6.  35,  163,  174,  183,  185,  427; 

10.  98. 

(^I'Xtoy  10.  1 01. 

(piKos  6.  256. 

(l)t\o(f)pOP€(TT€pOV  7*  lOI  ? 

^djSoj  10.  1 1 2  ? 

(f)pOU€lP  6.  195- 
(ppovTi^  6.  54^* 

^pvviXos  11,  160,  171* 

(pvXa^  10.  104. 

(fxovclv  6.  660, 

;^aX€7rd)y  6.  86. 

Xa)<€Trd>TaTO£  10.  30- 

Xd^Kos  11.  67. 

XapaiXeojv  11.  168. 

XapiiTTrus  7*  283. 

6.  T72,  [216]. 

Xdporj/  11^  13.  6. 

XiXiot  6.  351. 


Xoprjye'ip  6.  329. 

Xp^^o  7.  27. 

Xpf'/xT??  7.  57 
XP»7  343* 

Xp5/:^a  6.  161,  [167],  488;  11.  68. 

XP^crBai  7.  213,  215* 

Xp(5crif)  11.  56  marg. 

Xprja-pos  11.  130. 

Xprja-Tos  6.  145. 

Xpovos  10.  70. 
xp^^[  7^2. 

x^p^  10.  214. 

yprjCpiC^aOai  6.  1 39,  235,  388. 

'/'#[  6.  791. 

2>  6.  77,  [114],  220,  [368],  377,  383,  [859]; 

7.  221  ;  8.  6,  [50J. 
wpe^aBai  6.  15,  40,  73,  1 1 9,  123 

is  6.  I15,  I17,  325,  369,  [377],  659; 

7-  19,  339  ;  9-  17  ;  11.  43,  148. 
axTirep  6.  81,  252  ;  12,  20,  24. 

&aT(  6.  193,  243,  355,  420;  7.  64,  463; 

8.  24,  51  ;  10.  94  ;  11.  187? 
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Abas  30,  38. 

abbreviations  22,95,97, 129- 
30,  147,  189. 

Academic  school  94. 
Achaeus  146. 

Acrocorinthus  32. 

Acusilaus  127-8,  141-3. 
Aeschines  209-10. 

Aeschines  Socraticus  88-90, 
1 1 8. 

Agatharchides  iii,  142. 
Alcibiades  88-90. 

Alcmaeon,  archon  154. 
Alexandria  151. 

Alexandrian  librarians  1 30- 1 . 

Alexion  132. 

amnesty  in  403  b.  c.  50. 


(Tke  numbers  refer  to  pages,) 

(a)  English  and  Latin. 

Anaschetus  78,  87. 

Andreas  109. 

Apollo  128,  143. 

Apollodorus  90,  93. 

Arad  25, 
archons  154. 

Arctinus  128,  145-6. 

Argives  27,  30,  102, 
Aristarchus  129,  131. 

Aristides  151. 

Aristodemus  loi,  107,  112, 
118-19,  122. 

Aristophanes  1 28-9,146, 165. 
Aristophanes  of  Byzantium 
1 30-1. 

Artabanus  102,  112,  118, 
T24-5. 


Artaxerxes  99,  102,  106, 

118-19,  124-5. 
Asclepiades  of  Myrlea  1 30. 
Athenians  107,  126. 
Augustus  1 50-1, 

Bacchylides  27-9. 

Barbari  Excerpta  Latina 

154-5- 

Bellerophon  45. 

Bithynia  150-1. 

Boges  120. 

book-form  in  papyri  6,  8,  10, 
12,  15, 19,  21,155-6,  162, 
165,  168. 

Boreas  145.  • 

Bucolic  poets  169. 
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Byzantium  100,  120. 
Cadmus  31. 

Caeneus  127-8, 130-3,  142, 
Caesar-worship  148-51. 
Callisthenes  105, 107,122-3. 
Callistratus  132. 

Caria  loo-i. 

Carthage  51. 

Cerberus  28,  31. 
Chamaeleon  129,  147. 
Charippus  75,  87. 

Charon  of  Lainpsacus  99. 
Cimon  99-102,  107-8,  no, 
112,  120-1,  126. 

Clidicus,  archon  155. 
Clitarchus  105,  118. 
comedy  127,  130-2,  140-1. 
contractions  i,  3,  7,  8, 10, 15, 
19,  22,  24-5. 

Corinth  27,  32,  45. 

Crantor  95. 

Cratea  46. 

Cratinus,  nXoCrot  127,  141. 
Cratippus  105,  109,  112. 
critical  marks  90,  129,  167, 
187,  190. 

Criton  78,  87. 

Ctesias  105,  112,  125. 
Cyprus  100, 102, 104, 106-7, 
1 12,  122. 

dactylo-epitritic  metre  28, 
31-2,  41-3. 

Decelea  70. 

Demeter  149-50. 
Democritus  94-6. 
dialect,  Doric  128,  143,  169, 
177-9;  ^onic  95,  127-8, 
143,  181-2,  187-9. 
Didymus  129,  132,  148. 
digressions  1 07, 1 1  o,  1 1 2-1 3, 
118. 

Dinon  99,  105,  118,  125. 
Dio  Cassius  149-51. 
Diodorus  98-113,  118-25. 
Dion}  sius  6  fiovaiKos  132, 
Dionysus  27,  29-31,  39,  40. 
Dioxippus  75,  87. 
dithyrambs  27-9. 
drachmae  97. 


Eion  100,107,  109, 112,120, 
Eleusinian  mysteries  149. 
emendations  confirmed  (i) 
Aeschines  209  ;  (2)  Her¬ 
nias  15;  (3)  Plato  200; 
(4)  Theocritus  170;  (5) 
Thucydides  191,  194. 
Empedocles  94-6. 

Ephorus  99-102,  105-13, 

118- 25. 

Epicurus  94-6. 

Eratosthenes  129-32,  146. 
Euboea  100-1,  126. 

Eudorus  95. 

Euripides,  *AXKfjL€(ou  6  bia 
YiopLvOov  128,  143  ;  Orestes 
163-4. 

Eurymedon  100-2,  *  106, 
110-12,  122. 

Eusebius  154. 

festival  at  Olympus  31. 
Frontinus  101, 107, 112, 122. 

Geta  45-6. 

Gorgons  30,  38-9. 

Harmonia  31,  44. 
Harpocration  48,  51,  73,  77. 
Hellanicus  129,  147. 
Hellenica  Oxyrhynchia  109- 
13- 

Helots  102. 

Heracles  28,  40,  145. 
Heraclides  105,  107,  118. 
Hermas  papyri  1 5. 
Hermippus,  lapetus  128, 

130.  145- 
Herodicus  132. 

Herodotus  100, 109, 1 12-13, 

119- 20,  181—2. 

hiatus  107,  120,  179,  210, 

213-15* 

Hippocrates  97. 

Hippolytus  19. 

Hippotherses  48-50. 
homilies  21-5. 
homoioteleuton  7,  15,  18. 
horse-worship  151. 
Hyperides  75-8. 


Ion,  Omphale  128-9,  145. 
Isocrates  108. 

Jerome  154.  * 

judges  at  contests  127,  141. 
Julius  Caesar  150-1. 

Justin  102,  107,  109,  1 1 2, 
120,  124. 

Lamprocles  129, 13 1, 146-7. 
Lasus  27,  41-2. 

Latin  versions  2.  4,  6,  10-12, 
15- 

liquid  measures  95,  97-8. 
loan,  action  concerning  51. 
logaoedic  metre  28,  30. 
Lycia  129. 

Lycomedes  100,  121. 
Lycophron  75-7,  86. 
Lycurgus  75-6,  loi. 

Lysias  48-50. 

Lysippus, 127,  129, 
141. 

Lysithides  118,  126. 

Manto  143. 

Marcellinus  128,  i44”5* 
Men  151. 

Menander  45-6. 
metres  28,  30-3,  41-3. 
metrology  95,  97-8- 
Mil  tiades  108. 
mina  95,  98. 
mirrors  94-5. 
miscellanies  132. 

Mithridates  124-5. 

Mnaseas  128,  130-1,  145. 
Muses  30. 

Naxians  129. 

Nepos  1 1 8,  122. 

Nicaea  149-51* 

Nicomedia  150. 

Odysseus  129. 

Oeniadae  199. 

Olympia  87. 

Olympus  31. 

Omphale  145. 

Orestes  147. 

Orthagoridae  109-13. 
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Pallas,  ode  to  128-33, 
Pamphila  132. 
parents  and  children  89. 
Parians  129. 

Passion,  the  19. 

Paul,  epistles  of  St.  12. 
Pausanias  100. 

Pelasgians  100,  120-1,  126. 
Pelops  145. 

Pentecontaetia  9S-113. 
Penthesilea  128,  145-6. 
Perseus  30,  38-9. 

Persians  99-102,  105-6, 

121-5. 

Phanias  118. 

Phanodemus  loi,  105. 
Pherendates  10 1,  106,  123. 
Phorcys  30,  38. 

Phrynichus  129,  13 1,  146. 
Pindar,  Dithyrambs  27-32; 

Olympian  odes  155-7. 
Plato  88,  90,  94-5,  199-201. 
Plutarch  43,  89,  99,  loo-i, 
105-7,  109,  1 12,  118, 

120-2. 

Polemarchus  49,  68. 
Polemon  128,  130-1,  144-5. 
Pollux  77. 

Polyaenus  102,  107, 111-12, 
122. 

Polybius  107. 

Poseidon  127. 

Ptolemaeus  129. 


dOapacria  1 5  4. 

dKPainrT€i  28,  45. 

dpaXafi^dpup  86. 
dpafivrjfjLia’KOiv  70. 
dpeipat  154. 
dv€)(€ip  16 1. 

aTTfiTratr^at  76. 
aTroXeXvfjLeva  28,  3^* 
d(l)€iK€V  147. 

ypafifiarcvs  2 1 3. 

biayoficpos  74* 
^laXiyeadai  77* 
dtopv)(r]  86. 


recensions,  Tobit  1-6  ;  Acts 
10;  Plato  1 99-20 1  ; 
Thucydides  190. 

Rufus  133. 

schejna  Pmdaricum  42. 
scholia  on  Pindar,  Dith.  29 ; 
Aristophanes,  Plutus  165, 
167-8;  Herod,  iii  180, 
187-9. 

Scyros  100,  106,  120,  126. 
Seleucus  132. 

Semele  31. 

Sicyon  109. 
sigma  in  lyrics  41-2. 
Simonides  27,  129, 

Socrates  88-90. 
speeches  in  Thucydides  ii 
194. 

Stephanus  son  of  Thucydides 

128,  144-5- 

Stesichorus  28,  129. 
Stobaeus  95,  200. 

Strabo  41-2,  131. 

Suidas  77,  130-2,  162-3. 
symbols  95,  129, 

Syncellus  154, 

Thebans  27,  31. 
Themistocles  88-9,  99, 

106-7,  iio-ii,  118-20, 
125-6. 

Theocritus  169-70. 

(b)  Greek. 

I  cyyoyoff  145* 
ly^vr]6r\  76,  86. 

,  ediKauvPTo  182,  187. 

j  €Xda>Xii  94~6. 

^  elaayyeXia  75“ 

I  cKKoXXdv  18. 

€pKos  aXp,as  39 ‘ 

Irripavaap  25. 

cvdpTTV^  28,  39* 

Kaivrj  142. 

Kap^^V(rr]P  1 82,  188. 

I  Kapvop  98. 

I  KaTOTTTpi^OpfPCDV  96. 


Theodectes,  Orestes  129, 147. 
Theomnestus  (i)  48,  50-1, 

73;  (2)  75. 87- 

Theophilus  76, 

Theophrastus  127,  130,  141. 
Theopompus  105,  107-9, 
111-13,  122-3. 
Theozotides  51,  71,  73. 
Thersippus,  archon  155. 
Theseus  100,  107,  121,  126. 
Thirty  tyrants  49-50. 
Thracians  129. 

Thrasonides  45-6. 
Thucydides  (i)  the  historian 
98-100,  102,  106-7,  109- 
13,  118-22,  128,  144-5, 
190-1, 194, 196-8;  (2) 
the  politician  128,  144-5; 
(3)  the  Pharsalian  128, 
144-5* 

Tithraustes  123. 

Tobit  1-4. 

vellum  codices  i,  23,  163, 
194,  197. 

women  25. 

Xenophon  113. 

Xerxes  99,  102,  106-7,  118- 
19,  126. 

Zeno  of  Citium  131. 


K€PToir)  143. 

K€paVV€lV  23. 

Ki^daXos  41. 

KodXf/ioff  144. 

KoyX’)  95)  97- 

KO)^Xidpiop  97* 

KvaBos  97. 

XoyioTai  2 1 3. 

fjLeBiiyiKav  147* 
p^TapdXriiTap  7 1. 
Mvaia  opx^pora  1 63. 
piifTTpop  98. 
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o  179. 

,  ol  38. 


T 

Ot, 


OTTTduea^ai  4, 

ovx  on  3. 

napavofiwv  73* 
7rapa(TLa)7rdv  76. 

Uarapevs  I45» 
TTaripoav  40. 
Trepaiaaciv  197' 
ttXokop  44~5* 
TtoXea  45. 


Trprjxpa  182. 

TTvXai  42. 

ptxjravxvv  43* 

(rdv  41  —  2. 

(TTdats  44. 

(TvppiKTa  132. 
(TXOivoreveia  28,  4  I. 

(T&pa 

Ta7r€tvo(f>po(rvpt]  1 9 . 


reKei/  143* 
Tfrdprr)  97. 
rv/raroi/  43. 

(J)dpa  (cVti)  44. 
(l)vvTa  25. 
(f)vovTL  177* 

^opKoy  38. 


XapMO  45- 
XPW^ 
xpw^^  142 


143* 


IV.  PASSAGES  DISCUSSED. 


Acts  xxvi.  7-8,  20  =  1597. 

Aelian,  Var,  hist,  ii.  1 2  . 

Aeschines  In  Ctes,  14--27  =  1625. 
Aeschines  Socrat.  Fr.  i  Krauss  = 

1608.  84  sqq. 
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No.  1620 


EGYPT  EXPLORATION  FUND 


GRAECO-ROMAN  BRANCH. 

'THE  EGYPT  EXP  LORA  TION  FUND,  ivhich  has  conducted  Archaeological  research 
^  in  Egypt  since  1882,  in  1897  started  a  special  department,  called  the  Graeco-Roman 
Branch,  for  the  discovery  and  publication  of  remains  of  classical  antiquity  and  early 
Christianity  in  Egypt, 

The  Graeco-Roman  Branch  issues  annual  volumes,  each  of  about  250  quarto  pages,  with 
facsimile  plates  of  the  more  important  papyri,  under  the  editorship  of  Profs.  Grenfell  and 
Hunt. 

A  subscription  of  One  Guinea  to  the  Graeco-Roman  Branch  entitles  subscribers  to  the  anmial 
volume,  and  to  attendance  at  the  Funds  lectures  in  London  and  elsewhere,  A  doiiation  £25 
constitutes  life  membership.  Subscriptions  may  he  sent  to  the  Honorary  Treasurers  for 
England,  Mr.  J.  Grafton  Milne,  13  Tavistock  Square,  London,  JF,C.  i ;  and  for  America, 
Mr,  Chester  I.  Campbell,  503  Tremont  Temple,  Boston,  Mass, 


PUBLICATIONS  OF  THE  EGYPT  EXPLORATION  FUND. 


MEMOIRS  OF  THE  FUND, 

I.  THE  STORE  CITY  OF  PITHOM  AND  THE  ROUTE  OF  THE  EXODUS. 

For  1883-4.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Thirteen  Plates  and  Plans.  {^Fourth  and  Revised 
Edition.)  2  ^s. 

II.  TANIS,  Part  I.  For  1884-5.  By  W.  ]\I.  Flinders  Petrie.  Eighteen  Plates 

and  two  Plans.  (Second  Edition})  25^. 

in.  NAUKRATIS,  Part  I.  For  1885-6.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  With 
Chapters  by  Cecil  Smith,  Ernest  A.  Gardner,  and  Barclay  V.  Head.  Forty-four  Plates 
and  Plans.  (Second  Edition,)  2^s. 

IV.  GOSHEN  AND  THE  SHRINE  OF  SAFT-EL-HENNEH.  For  1886-7. 

By  Edouard  Naville.  Eleven  Plates  and  Plans.  (Second  Edition i)  255’. 

V.  TANIS,  Part  II:  including  TELL  DEFENNEH  (The  Biblical  ‘  Tahpanhes ’) 

and  TELL  NEBESHEH.  For  1887-8.  By  \V.  M.  Flinders  Petrie,  F.  Ll.  Griffith, 
and  A.  S.  Murray.  Fifty-one  Plates  and  Plans.  25^. 

VI.  NAUKRATIS,  Part  II.  For  1888-9.  By  Ernest  A.  Gardner  and  F.  Ll. 

Griffith.  Twenty-four  Plates  and  Plans,  25J. 

VII.  THE  CITY  OF  ONIAS  AND  THE  MOUND  OF  THE  JEW.  The 

Antiquities  of  Tell-el-Yahudiyeh.  An  Extra  Volume.  By  Edouard  Naville  and 
F.  Ll.  Griffith,  Twenty -six  Plates  and  Plans.  25.^. 

R 


VIII.  BUBASTIS.  For  1889-90.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Fifty-four  Plates.  25J. 

IX.  TWO  HIEROGLYPHIC  PAPYRI  FROM  TANIS.  A7t  Extra  Volume. 
Containing  THE  SIGN  PAPYRUS  (a  Syllabary).  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  THE 
GEOGRAPHICAL  PAPYRUS  (an  Almanac).  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  With 
Remarks  by  Heinrich  Brugsch.  {07a  of  print.) 

X.  THE  FESTIVAL  HALL  OF  OSORKON  II  (BUBASTIS).  For  1890-1. 

By  Edouard  Naville.  Thirty-nine  Plates.  25^. 

XI.  AHNAS  EL  MEDINEH.  For  1891—2.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Eighteen 
Plates.  And  THE  TOMB  OF  PAHERI  AT  EL  KAB.  By  J.  J.  Tylor  and>.  Ll. 
Griffith.  Ten  Plates.  255. 

XII.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Introductory.  For  1892—3.  By  Edouard  Naville. 
Fifteen  Plates  and  Plans.  255. 

XIII.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  I.  For  1893-4.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Plates 

I-XXIV  (three  coloured)  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  305. 

XIV.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  11.  For  1894—5.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Plates 

XXV-LV  (two  coloured)  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  305-. 

XV.  DESHASHEH.  For  1895-6.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  Photogravure  and 

other  Plates.  255-. 

XVI.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  III.  For  1896—7.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Plates 

LVI-LXXXVI  (two  coloured)  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  305“. 

XVII.  DENDEREH.  For  1897-8.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  Thirty-eight  Plates. 

2  55.  (Extra  Plates  of  Inscriptions.  Forty  Plates.  loj.) 

XVIII.  ROYAL  TOMBS  OF  THE  FIRST  DYNASTY.  For  1898-9.  By  W.  M. 

Flinders  Petrie.  Sixty-eight  Plates.  255. 

XIX.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  IV.  For  1899—1900.  By  Edouard  Naville. 

Plates  LXXXVII-CXVIII  (two  coloured)  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  305. 

XX.  DIOSPOLIS  PARVA.  An  Extra  Volume.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie. 

Forty-nine  Plates.  {Out  of  print  t) 

XXL  THE  ROYAL  TOMBS  OF  THE  EARLIEST  DYNASTIES,  Part  II.  For 
1 900-1.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  Sixty-three  Plates.  25^.  (Thirty-five  extra 
Plates,  I05-.) 

XXII.  ABYDOS,  Part  I.  For  1901-2.  By  W.  M.  F,  Petrie.  Eighty-one  Plates.  25.$“. 

XXI 11.  EL  AM  RAH  AND  ABYDOS.  An  Extra  Volume.  By  D.  Randall-MacIver, 
A.  C.  Mace,  and  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  Sixty  Plates.  25^. 

XXIV.  ABYDOS,  Part  II.  For  1902-3.  By  W.  M.  F.  Petrie.  Sixty-four  Plates.  25^. 

XXV,  ABYDOS,  Part  III.  An  Extra  Volume.  By  C.  T.  Currelly,  E.  R.  Ayrton, 
and  A.  E.  P.  Weigall,  &c.  Sixty-one  Plates.  255. 

XXVI.  EHNASYA.  For  1903-4.  By  W.  M.  Flinders  Petrie.  Forty-three  Plates.  25.?. 
(ROMAN  EHNASYA.  Thirty-two  extra  Plates.  lor.) 

XXVII.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  V.  For  1904-5.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Plates 
CXIX-CL  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  305. 

XXVIII.  THE  ELEVENTH  DYNASTY  TEMPLE  AT  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  I. 

For  1905-6.  By  Edouard  Naville  and  PI.  R.  Hall.  Thirty-one  Plates.  25^. 

XXIX.  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  VI.  For  1906-7.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Plates 

CLI-CLXXIV  (one  coloured)  with  Description.  Royal  folio.  3or. 

XXX.  THE  ELEVENTH  DYNASTY  TEMPLE  AT  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  II. 

For  1907-8.  By  Edouard  Naville.  Twenty-fonr  Plates.  25^. 

XXXI,  PRE-DYNASTIC  CEMETERY  AT  EL  MAHASNA.  For  1908-9.  By 

E.  R.  Ayrton  and  W.  L.  S.  Loat.  255. 

XXXII.  THE  ELEVENTH  DYNASTY  TEMPLE  AT  DEIR  EL  BAHARI,  Part  III. 

For  1909-10.  By  Edouard  Naville,  H.  R.  Hall,  and  C.  T.  Currelly.  Thirty-six 
Plates.  255. 

XXXIII.  CEMETERIES  OF  ABYDOS,  Part  I.  For  1910-11.  By  Edouard  Naville, 
T.  E.  Peet,  and  H.  R.  Hall.  25J. 

XXXIV.  CEMETERIES  OF  ABYDOS,  Part  II.  For  1911-12.  By  T.  E.  Peet.  25.?. 

XXXV.  CEMETERIES  OF  ABYDOS,  Part  III.  For  19 12-13.  By  T.  E.  Peet 
and  W.  L.  S.  Loat,  255. 

XXXVI.  INSCRIPTIONS  FROM  SINAI,  Part  1.  For  1 913-14.  By  A.  H.  Gardiner 
and  T.  E.  Peet.  355. 


archaeological  survey.  . 

Edited  by  F.  Ll.  Griffith. 

L  BENI  HASAN,  Part  I.  For  1890-1.  By  Percy  E.  Newberry.  With  Plans 

by  G.  W.  Fraser.  Forty-nine  Plates  (four  coloured).  {Ou^  of  prhit^ 

II.  BENI  HASAN,  Part  II.  For  1891-2.  By  Percy  E.  Newberry.  With  Appendix, 

Plans,  and  Measurements  by  G.  W.  Fraser.  Thirty-seven  Plates  (two  coloured).  25J. 

III.  EL  BERSHEH,  Part  I.  For  1892-3.  By  Percy  E.  Newberry.  Thirty-four 

Plates  (two  coloured).  2^s. 

IV.  EL  BERSHEH,  Part  II.  For  1893-4.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith  and  Percy  E. 

Newberry.  With  Appendix  by  G.  W.  Fraser.  Twenty-three  Plates  (two  coloured).  25J. 

V.  BENI  HASAN,  Part  III.  For  1894-5.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  (Hieroglyphs, 

and  manufacture,  &c.,  of  Flint  Knives.)  Ten  coloured  Plates.  25J. 

VI.  HIEROGLYPHS  FROM  THE  COLLECTIONS  OF  THE  EGYPT 

EXPLORATION  FUND.  For  1895-6.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  Nine  coloured  Plates.  25J. 

VII.  BENI  HASAN,  Part  IV.  For  1896-7.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith,  (Illustrating 

beasts  and  birds,  arts,  crafts,  &c.)  Twenty-seven  Plates  (twenty-one  coloured).  255. 

VIII.  THE  MASTABA  OF  PTAHHETEP  AND  AKHETHETEP  AT 

SAQQAREH,  Part  I.  For  1897-8.  By  NoRxMan  de  G.  Davies  and  F.  Ll.  Griffith. 
Thirty-one  Plates  (three  coloured).  25J. 

IX.  THE  MASTABA  OF  PTAHHETEP  AND  AKHETHETEP,  Part  11. 

For  1898-9.  By  N.  DE  G.  Davies  and  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  Thirty- five  Plates.  25L 

X.  THE  ROCK  TOMBS  OF  SHEIKH  SAID.  For  1899-1900.  By  N.  de  G. 

Davies.  Thirty-five  Plates.  25^. 

XL  THE  ROCK  TOMBS  OF  DEIR  EL  GEBRAWI,  Part  I.  For  1 900-1.  By 

N.  de  G.  Davies.  Twenty-seven  Plates  (two  coloured).  25^. 

XII.  DEIR  EL  GEBRAWI,  Part  II.  For  1 901-2.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Thirty 

Plates  (two  coloured).  25J. 

XIII.  THE  ROCK  TOMBS  OF  EL  AMARNA,  Part  I.  For^i902-3.  ByN.  deG. 

Davies.  Forty-one  Plates.  25J. 

XIV.  EL  AMARNA,  Part  II.  For  1903-4.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty-seven  Plates.  25^. 

XV.  EL  AMARNA,  Part  III.  For  1904-5.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty  Plates.  25^. 

XVI.  EL  AMARNA, Part  IV.  For  1905-6.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty-five  Plates.  25^. 

XVII.  EL  AMARNA, Part  V.  For  1906-7.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty-four  Plates.  25^. 
XVIII.  EL  AMARNA,  Part  VI.  For  1 907-8.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty-four  Plates.  25^*. 

XIX.  THE  ISLAND  OF  MEROE.  By  J.  W.  Crowfoot,  and  MEROITIC 

INSCRIPTIONS,  Part  I.  For  1908-9.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith.  Thirty-five  Plates.  25J. 

XX.  MEROITIC  INSCRIPTIONS,  Part  II.  For  1909-10.  By  F.  Ll.  Griffith. 

Forty-eight  Plates.  25J. 

XXL  FIVE  THEBAN  TOMBS.  For  1910-11.  By  N.  de  G.  Davies.  Forty-three 
Plates.  25^. 

XXII.  THE  ROCK  TOMBS  OF  ]\IEIR,  Part  I.  For  1911-12.  By  A.  M.  Black- 

MAN,  Thirty-three  Plates.  25J. 

XXIII.  MEIR,  Part  II.  For  191 2-13.  By  A.  M.  Blackman.  Thirty-five  Plates.  25^. 
XXIV.  MEIR,  Part  III.  For  1913-14.  By  A.  M.  Blackman.  Thirty-nine  Plates.  25^. 
XXV.  MEIR,  Part  IV.  For  1 91 4-15.  {In preparaiwn,) 

GRAECOtROMAN  branch. 

1.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  I.  For  1897-8.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Eight  Collotype  Plates.  of  print.) 

II.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  11.  For  1898-9.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Eight  Collotype  Plates.  25s. 

HI.  FAYUM  TOWNS  AND  THEIR  PAPYRI.  For  1899-1900.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell, 
A.  S.  Hunt,  and  D.  G.  Hogarth.  Eighteen  Plates.  25s. 

IV.  THE  TEBTUNIS  PAPYRI.  Double  Volume  for  1900-1  and  1901-2.  By  B.P. 
Grenfell,  A.  S.  Hunt,  and  J.  G.  Smyly.  Nine  Collotype  Plates.  {Not  for  sale.) 

V.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  III.  For  1902-3.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Six  Collotype  Plates.  25^. 


VL  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  IV.  For  1903-4.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt,  Eight  Collotype  Plates.  25s. 

VII.  THE  HIBEH  PAPYRI,  Part  I.  Double  Volume  for  1904-5  and  1905-6.  By 

B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Ten  Collotype  Plates.  45^. 

VIII.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  V.  For  1906-7.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Seven  Collotype  Plates.  255. 

IX.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  VI,  For  1907-8.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 

and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Six  Collotype  Plates.  255. 

X.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  VII.  For  1908-9.  By  A.  S.  Hunt. 

Six  Collotype  Plates.  2^s. 

XI.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  VIII.  For  1909-10.  By  A.  S.  Hunt. 

Seven  Collotype  Plates.  25J. 

XII.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  IX.  For  1910-11.  By  A.  S.  Hunt. 

Six  Collotype  Plates.  255. 

XIII.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  X.  For  1911-12.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 

and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Six  Collotype  Plates.  25s, 

XIV.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  XL  For  1912-13.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 

and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Seven  Collotype  Plates.  25^. 

XV.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  XII.  For  1913-14.  By  B.  P.  Geenfell 

and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Two  Collotype  Plates.  25J. 

XVI.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  XHI.  For  1914-15-  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 

and  A.  S.  Hunt.  Six  Collotype  Plates.  25J. 

XVII.  THE  OXYRHYNCHUS  PAPYRI,  Part  XIV.  (/;/  pi'eparatmi^ 

ANNUAL  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  REPORTS. 

(Yearly  Summaries  by  F.  G,  Kenyon,  W.  E.  Crum,  and  the  Officers  of  the  Society,  with  Maps.) 

Edited  by  F.  Ll.  Griffith. 

THE  SEASON’S  WORK.  For  1890-1.  By  E.  Naville,  P.  E.  Newberry,  and  G.  W.  Fraser.  2s.<dd. 
For  1892-3  and  1893-4..  2s,  6d»  each. 

„  1894-5.  3J.  6d,  Containing  Report  of  D.  G.  Hogarth’s  Excavations  in  Alexandria. 

,,  1895-6.  3^.  With  Illustrated  Article  on  the  Transport  of  Obelisks  by  Edouard  Naville. 

,,  1896-7.  2S.  6d.  With  Article  on  Oxyrhynchus  and  its  Papyri  by  B.  P.  Grenfell. 

,,  1897-8.  2S.  6d.  With  Illustrated  Article  on  Excavations  at  Hierakonpolis  by  W.  M.  F.  Petrie. 

,,  1898-9.  2s.  6d.  With  Article  on  the  Position  of  Lake  Moeris  by  B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt. 

And  thirteen  successive  years,  2s.  6d,  each. 

A  JOURNAL  OF  EGYPTIAN  ARCHAEOLOGY  (issued  Quarterly)  commenced 

January,  1914.  65.  a  part,  or;^i  15.  a  year  to  Subscribers. 

SPECIAL  PUBLICATIONS. 

AoriA  1H20Y  :  ‘  Sayings  of  Our  Lord,’  from  an  Early  Greek  Papyrus.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell 
and  A.  S.  Hunt.  2s.  (with  Collotypes)  and  6d,  net, 

NEW  SAYINGS  OF  JESUS  AND  FRAGMENT  OF  A  LOST  GOSPEL.  By 

B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S.  Hunt.  ij.  net. 

FRAGMENT  OF  AN  UNCANONICAL  GOSPEL.  By  B.  P.  Grenfell  and  A.  S. 
Hunt,  is,  net. 

COPTIC  OSTRACA.  By  W.  E.  Crum.  loi'.  6d.  net. 

THE  THEBAN  TOMB  SERIES,  Vol.  1.  THE  TOMB  OF  AMENEMHET  (No.  82). 
By  Nina  de  G.  Davies  and  A.  H.  Gardiner.  30J. 

Slides  from  Fu7id  Photographs  7nay  be  obtained  thi'ough  Messrs.  P'ewton  Co.y  37  King  Stf^eet, 
Covent  Garden^  JV.C.  2. 


Offices  of  ibe  Egypt  Exploration  Fund: 

13  TAVISTOCK  SQUARP:,  LONDON,  W.C.  i,  and 
503  TREMONT  TEMPLE,  BOSTON,  MASS.,  U.S.A. 

Agents : 

BERNARD  QUARITCH,  11  GRAFTON  STREET,  NEW  BOND  STREET,  W.  i 
HUMPHREY  MILFORD,  OXFORD  UNIVERSITY  PRESS,  AMEN  CORNER,  E.C.  4  and 
29-3S  WEST  ^2ND  STREET,  NEW  YORK,  U.S.A. 

C.  F.  CLAY,  CAMBRIDGE  UNIVERSITY  PRESS,  FETTER  LANE,  E.C.  4 
KEGAN  PAUL,  TRENCH,  TRUBNER  &  Co..  68-74  CARTER  LANE,  E.C  4 
GEORGE  SALBY,  65  GREAT  RUSSELL  STREET,  W.C.  i 
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